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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir witt be remembered that the President of the Incorporated 
Law Society, in his address at Swansea, referred to the registers 
for sales, mortgages, &c., established in 1888 at the Law Institu- 
tion, and the Seetien: in their utility which had resulted from 
the cessation in 1893 of the circulation among the members of 
the society of free lists of the entries on the registers. He 
intimated that it had been resolved by the Council to resume the 
free circulation, and that a suggestion was under consideration 
for conferring on non-members the privilege of making entries. 
We print elsewhere a circular which is being issued by the Council 
from which it appears that the plans for the extended utility of 
the registers are about to be put in operation. The list of 
entries on the registers will be sent every month to members of 
the society without charge, and practising solictors who are not 
members will be allowed to make entries and to use the registers 
on certainterms. In addition to the existing registers a register 
of partnerships and partners wanted will be opened. Under 
the new arrangement it may be anticipated that the use of the 
registers will be greatly increased. . 





JUDGMENT was given on the 2nd inst. by Porrer, M.R., in 
Johnston v. The Irish Society and Others, a case which has occupied 
many .” in argument before the Master of the Rolls in 
Ireland during the present sittings. The case involved the 
consideration of the charters granted to the Irish Society and 
many of the City companies at and after the time of “the 
Plantation of Ulster,” in the reign of JamesI. Although the 
Irish Society was a defendant the action does not appear to have 
concerned that body so much as the other defendants—the City 
companies, The main question raised was whether the estates 
in the North of Ireland, and particularly in the Oounty Derry, 
held by these companies were impressed with a trust for the 
benefit of the inhabitants of the towns and districts where they 
are situate or for public purposes generally, or whether (as 
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the companies contended) they held these properties free from 
any trust. The Irish Society have always admitted their 
trusteeship and have applied the revenues derived from their 
lands in Ulster, after defraying the management expenses, 
in aid of numerous lccal charitable and educational institu- 
tions and otherwise in furtherance of the prosperity of the 
cities of Derry and Coleraine and the neighbourhood. The 
City companies, on the other hand, many of whom hold, or 
have until recently held, large agricultural estates in Ulster, 
have acted on the assumption that they were beneficial owners 
of this property, and the correctness of this view does not seem 
to have been challenged in a court of law until the commence- 
ment of the present proceedings ; they have acted and have been 
looked on as wealtby and generous landlords, liberal to their 
tenants, but fully entitled to take for their own use any profits 
which might accrue. Within recent years many of the com- 
panies have sold their estates to the tenants under the Irish 
Land Purchase Acts, and have severed their connection with 
Ireland, retaining the purchase-money in their own hands. 
When the charters came to be scrutinized very little could be 
found to support the plaintiff's claim that the companies were 
trustees, and the marked difference between their position and 
that of the Irish Society was made manifest: the Irish Society 
puid no consideration for the grant to them; the grants to the 
companies were made in consideration of large sume expended 
by them in buildicg churches, schools, and markets, and in 
otherwise carrying out the plantation of Ulster. The plaintiff, 
therefore, failed to make good his contention, and the manner 
in which the City companies have dealt with their Irish estates 
was fully vindicated. 





AN INTERESTING point upon the effect of an indorsement 
upon a deposit receipt in making a valid gift of the amount 
was decided by Bryne, J., in Re Griffin (reported elsewhere). 
The receipt was for a sum of £476, deposited by Tuomas 
GrirFin, the elder, with the Leicestershire Banking Co. By his 
will Grirrty left his property equally between his two sons, 
JoszerH and Tomas, and appointed them, with others, his 
executors. JosEPH predeceased the testator, leaving a widow 
and one child. Tuomas, on the ground of his having more 
children to provide for, induced his father, after Joszrn’s 
death, to give him the deposit receipt ; and the father handed it 
to him, endorsing it ‘‘ Pay my son,” and signing his name to 
the indorsement. The receipt was presented for payment after 
the testator’s death, and Tuomas Grirrin, the son, received and 
appropriated the entire proceeds. The widow of the deceased son 
c'aimed one-half as nis executrix. It is to be noticed that the 
deposit receipt bore a note that it was not transferable, and that it 
would require to be produced on any withdrawal. The question at 
issue was whether the iestator had made a complete gift of the 
amount covered by the receipt; whether, that is, according to 
the words of Turner, L.J., in Milroy v. Lord (4 D. F. & J. 264), 
he had done everything which, according to the nature of the 

roperty, was necessary to be done in order to transfer it. 

YRNE, J., held that this test had been satisfied, or, at any rate, 
that any defect in the legal completeness of the gift had been 
cured by the appointment of the donee as executor. The 
signed indorsement passed to the donee the specific sum covered 
by the note, and this was a good assignment as between father 
and son, although as against third parties notice to the bank 
would have been necessary to protect the son’s title. The con- 
firmation of the gift implied by the appointment of the son as 
executor is in accordance with the reasoning of Jzsszt, M.R., 
in Strong v. Bird (18 Eq. 315). There the question was whether 
the release of a debt had been legally completed, and it was 
held that, there being an intention to release it, the release had 
been completed by the appointment of the debtor as executor. 
In the present case the intention to give seems, upon the evi- 
dence, to have been clear, and the defect in the title, assuming 
such defect to exist, was similarly cured. Hence the title of 
Tuomas to the amount of the deposit was affirmed. 





‘WueErz PAYMENT to a principal is to be made through an 


of the principal. This avoids all question as to the effect of the 
payment. Where the payment is made by cheque drawn in 
favour of the agent it may happen (1) that the agent may set 
up a title to it as being made to himself personally on business 
other than that of his principal, or (2) that the proceeds are 
otherwise intercepted on their way to the principal. On the 
latter point the leading case is Bridges v. Garrett (L. R. 5 ©. P, 
451). The purchaser of copyhold Tand paid the lord’s fine by 
a crossed cheque in favour of the steward. The steward paid 
the cheque into his bank, where his account was overdrawa, 
and the bank retained the proceeds. The Exchequer Chamber, 
reversing the judgment of the Common Pleas, held that the 

ayment was as against the lord. If, said Cocksurn, OJ, 
ce ee ie toque, kat the cheque is duly honoured, 
that is a payment in cash. And shee Se Septet See See 4 
payment in cash to an agent authorized to receive it, the Gebt is, 
of course, discharged. -What-a debtor under such circim. 
stances THM HOt de is to attempt to settle his account by setting 
off his debt against a sum due to him by the agent. He must, 
as Fry, J., said in Pearson v. Scott (9 Ch. D. 208), pay in such 
@ manner as to facilitate the agent in transmitting the money 
to his principal, and this obligation he omits to fulfil if the 
agent, after the alleged payment, has still to provide the money, 
In the recent case of Ke Heath, Parker, § Brett (reported else- 
where) it was sought to make use of the rule in Bridges v. Garrett 
to support a payment by cheque to the managing clerk of a 
firm of solicitors as being a good payment to the firm, but 
the case never got beyond the first of the two difficulties stated 
above, and the point in Bridges v. Garrett did not arise. The 
cheque was drawn in favour of the clerk, and the clerk claimed 
it as payment for services rendered by him outside the work 
done by the firm. The evidence as to the intent of the payment 
was conflicting, but the form of the cheque bore out the clerk’s 


paid to him by the same client had been drawn in favour of the 
firm. There had been, consequently, no payment to the firm of 
the sum represented by the cheque in dispute, and the judgment 
of Norru, J., allowing the solicitors to charge the sum on taxa- 
tion, was affirmed by the Court of Appeal. 





A NovEL point of registration law came for decision before 
the court in Jones v. Munro and Town Clerk of Exeter (reported 
ante, p. 46). The appellant, who was on the list of parliamentary 
and municipal voters for the borough of Exeter in respect of his 
occupancy of his dwelling-house situate in one parish, had duly 
sent in a claim to be also put on the list in respect of his 
occupancy of his warehouse and business premises situate in 
another parish. At the first court of revision held by the 
revising barrister for the borough the appellant’s claim in 
respect of his warehouse was allowed, in spite of an objection 
made by another voter, who was subsequently made respondent 
to the appeal. The appellant had also sent in a notice of selection 
to the revising barrister in the proper form, stating that of 
the two qualifications for which, as he alleged, he was thea 
on the list of voters, he wished to vote in respect of his warehouse 
and business premises, and that the proper mark should be affixed 
to his other qualification, shewing that he did not claim to vote 
in respect of that. The revising barrister, however, refused to 
accede to this selection, and marked the warehouse qualification, 
leaving the appellant to vote in respect of his residence, on the 
ground that the appellant was not a person whose name was 
entered “ more than once as a parliamentary voter in the list of 
voters” within the meaning of sub-section 14 of section 28 of the 
Parliamentary and Municipal Registration Act, 1878, inasmuch 
as the name was only entered once on the list of voters for the 
dwelling-house qualification, and the other entry for the ware- 
house was only on the list or catalogue of claimants. The appéal 
was dismissed on the ground that no appeal lay, because the 
appellant could not, under the circumstances, bring himself 
within any one of the three classes of persons mentioned in 
section 42 of the Parliamentary Registration Act, 1843, which 
section, as was laid down in Reg. v. Revising Barrister for Lwwer- 
pool (1895, 1 Q. B, 155), still regulates appeals from the 
decisions of revising barristers. But it was also decided by 
the court that the revising barrister was right in holding that 
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the two entries, one on the list of voters and the other in the 
catalogue or list of claimants only, did not give the appellant 
the right of selection under sub-section 14 of section 28 of the 
Act of 1878, and Wix1s, J., pointed out that the case shewed 
a set of circumstances for which the Legislature had made no 
provision. 





Tue sJupcMEeNnT of Romer, J., in Ellis v. Duke of Bedford 
(reported elsewhere) illustrates the limitations which have still 
to be observed in making one action avail for a number of 
individuals. This may be done in two ways. The individuals 
may together constitute a class, so as to allow of one of the 
class suing on behalf of all; or several persons may join as 
plaintifis in the same action. The former course can be adopted 
under ord. 16, r. 9, which provides that where there are 
numerous persons having the same interest in one cause or 
matter, one may sue on behalf of all; and the second under the 
increased facilities now afforded by ord. 16, r. 1. In the 
present case the plaintiffs were six market gardeners, who 
sued on behalf of themselves and all other growers of fruit, 
&c., attending Covent Garden Market for a declaration that 
the defendant, who is the owner of the market, should not 
deprive them of certain preferential rights as to stands conferred 
by the statute (9 Geo. 4, c. cxiii.) regulating the market. So far 
as the action was by the plaintiffs in a representative character, 
it was brought under the first. of the two rules referred to above, 
as exposition of which has been given by the Court of Appeal 
in Zemperton vy. Russell (1893, 1 Q. B. 435). The expression 
“having the same interest in one cause or matter” was 
there held to apply to persons who have some beneficial 
proprietary right which they are asserting in the cause. 
In a case such as the present it is difficult to assign limits 
to the phrase “ proprietary right.” Avy right of access to 
and user of property is in a sense proprietary. Romer, J., 
held, however, that the phrase did not extend to the 
preferential right, conferred upon fruit growers as against 
the general public, to access to and occupation of stands in 
the market, and that the proper way to sue on behalf of the 
class of growers was the same as in other cases where a class of 
the public are interested—namely, by an action instituted by 
the Attorney-General. The plaintiffs were equally unsuccessful 
upon the question whether they themselves were properly 
joined in the action. Ord. 16, r. 1, has gone a long way in 
allowing different persons to be joined as plaintiffs, but it 
is subject to the condition that the right to relief shall arise 
out of the same transaction or series of transactions. The effect 
of this condition has been discussed in several cases recently 
(see ants, p. 22), and the question whether a set of claims are 
independent or arise out from the same transaction seems likely 
to develop an interesting branch of law. In the present case 
there was obviously a common character in the claims made by 
the various plaintiffs. Each complained that the defendant had 
disregarded the rights conferred by statute on the class to which 
they belonged. But beyond this common character the re- 
semblance did not go. As between the defendant and each of 
the plaintiffs the transactions giving rise to the claims were 
different, and hence the joinder of the plaintiffs was bad ; though 
to avoid expense they were allowed to elect one of themselves 
who should continue the action alone. 


In Re National Bank of Wales (Limited) Wricuat, Bes has held 
Mr. Jomn Cory, one of the directors of the bank, liable to 
repay a sum of £37,000 in respect of dividends which were 
improperly paid out of capital. The amount at stake makes 
the case one of importance, but otherwise it does not seem to 
involve any question of special difficulty as to the way in which 
& company should treat its assets before deciding that a fund 
exists out of which a dividend can properly be paid. The two 
rules applicable to the determination of this question are, the 
principle, deducible from the Companies Acts, that the company 
is not entitled to make any payment to the shareholders which 
involves a reduction of capital, and the rule, usually expressly 
incorporated in the articles of association, that dividends shall be 
paid only out of profits. But in ascertaining what are profits 
it is impossible to lay down any hard-and-fast rules, It is 





\ 


settled, however, that while a company cannot, save under the 
procedure prescribed by statute, make any direct return of 
capital to its members, it ij to_ keep i ital 
intact before a payment of dividend is 







e. This was 
ng property in Lee v. Neuchatel 
Asphalte Co. (41 Ch. D. 1), and in the case of investments imade 
by a financial company in Verner v. General, &c., Investment Trust 
(1894, 2 Ch. 239). In the former case it was held that there 
was no obligation on the company to set aside a reserve find 
as a set-off to the waste of the property before a dividend 
was paid out of the annual proceeds; and in the latter, the 
income of investments made by the company out of its funds 
was allowed to be used for the payment of dividends 


with er the capital value of the 


fund available for dividend is the surplus for the year appearing 
in the revenue account, and it is immaterial whether a surplus or 
deficit is shewn in the balance-sheet. The capital and the 
revenue accounts are distinct and separate accounts, and for the 
purpose of determining profits, accretions to and diminutions of 
capital are to be disregarded (41 Ch. D., p. 26, per Lorzs, L. J.). 
But the distinction still leaves open a wide field for difference 
upon the question whether any particular item is to go into 
the capital account or into the profit and loss account, and this is 
a matter in which the tendency of the courts is to follow the 
practice of business men. In the present instance of the Metro- 
politan Bank of Wales the items in dispute were bad debts 
which in the annual balance-sheets had been treated as good 
assets, nO proper provision being made for writiog them down. 
As they were debts made in respect of advances to customers 
in the ordinary course of the business of the bank, there are 
no considerations, such as arose in the above two cases, to 
justify the payment of dividends without regard to depreciation 
of assets. The profit of the bank is made largely out of such 
advances, and no profit arises until the current losses on advances 
have been met. In what manner eaaclly this is to be done 
is a matter which Wricut, J., did not pretend to decide, but 
adequate provision to that end must in some way be made, 





-and for neglect to do so the present judgment adverse to Mr. 


Cory was given. 





A curious point was raised by the case of Re Ritson (reported 
elsewhere) in the Court of Appeal recently, Apart from 
statutory provision the personal estate of a testator is the proper 
fund to pay off his mortgage debts, and if that estate is sufficient 
the land descends uvincumbsared. It is only where Locke-King’s 
Act applies that the land, which the testator has already partially 
converted by mortgaging it, bears its proper burden. But 
Locke-King’s Act applies only where the debt is properly 
chargeable against the testator’s estate, and then it transfers 
the incidence of the debt from the personal estate to the real. 
If the debt is the debt of a third person, for which the testator’s 
real estate has been given as an additional security, such 
third person must bear it in exoneration of the testator’s estate. 
This perhaps would account for Re Ritson, though the ground 
for the decision was stated differently. A testator had carried 
on a business in partnership and had charged his real estate 
with the payment of money due by the firm to their 
bankers. At his death the joint assets of the firm were 
more than sufficient to pay all the partnership debts. Under 
such circumstances the partnership assets were, of course, the 
proper fund for the payment of the debts, and the testator had 
no beneficial interest in them until the debts were paid. In 
other words his personal estate could only be ascertained after 
the partnership debts had been paid and his share of the surplus 
assets calculated, and then there could be no question of 
throwing the partuership debt charged upon the real estate 
upon that estate in exoneration of the personal estate. The 
Court of Appeal consequently, affirming Romer, J., held that 
Locke-King’s Act did not apply, and that there was no charge 
on the land. 


——— oe 


Lord Justice Collins, on Behalf of the subscribers, has asked the 
corporation to accept for deposit in the Guildball Library the valuable 
collection of the works of Sir Thomas More made by the late Mr. A. Cock, 
Q.C., who expressed a wish that his collection might find a home in the 
heart of the City, 


out regard to the question wheth 
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THE HOUSE OF LORDS AND ESTATE DUTY. 


Tne decision of the House of Lords in Attorney-General v. Beech 
(reported elsewhere) is a singular commentary on the persist- 
ence of the Inland Revenue authorities in pushing their claims 
toestate duty. The point in dispute is as plain as possible, 
though by one of those chances which are incident to litigation 
the Crown gained a temporary success in the Divisional Court. 
But in the Court of Appeal this success was turned into a defeat, 
and adecision was given which was sufficiently emphatic to 
justify the authorities in accepting it as final, and which they 
certainly ought to have accepted as binding upon them until 
reversed. Not only, however, have they carried the case to the 
House of Lords—which was quite within their right—but they 
have also, so it has been stated, declined to recognize the unani- 
mous judgment of the Court of Appeal as imposing upon them 
any obligation in the meantime. Such conduct, if it has really 
been pursued, has met with a suitable check. The House of 
Lords, equally with the Court of Appeal, fail to see how the 
Crown claim has any substance in it, and the House of Lords 
did not call for argument to refute it. When these two 
tribunals are alike unanimous it is safe to say that an utterly 
untenable argument has been advanced. An opposite decision 
of the court of first instance may safely be put down to some 
temporary misunderstanding. In the present case it is easy to 
state what that misunderstanding was. 

The fundamental idea of the Finance Act, 1894, as expressed 
in section 1, is that estate duty shall be paid on “all 
property, real or personal, settled or not settled, which 
passes on the deatn” of any person, and section 2 is 
devoted to explaining what property is to be deemed to be 
included in the phrase ‘‘ passing on death.” For the present 
purpose it is sufficient to refer to the first two classes which are 
specified—namely, (a) Property of which the deceased was at the 
time of his death competent to dispose, and (+) property in which 
the deceased or any other person had an interest ceasing on the 
death of the deceased, to the extent to which a benefit accrues 
or arises by the cesser of such interest. The most ordinary 
case which occurs under class (2) is whera the deceased 
was at the time of his death absolute owner of property ; 
the most ordinary case which falls under class (4) is where 
he was up to the date of his death in the enjoyment of 
a life interest. Class (4), however, applies not only where the 
deceased was himself in the enjoyment of a life interest, but 
where there was an interest existing in any other person which 
was limited so as to terminate on his death; it might be in 
consequence of an assignment of the life estate or because the 
estate was originally created as an estate pur autre vie. In all 
these cases there is an interest existing up to the date of death 
and then ceasing. But if the tenant for life has in his lifetime 
assigned his estate to the remainderman, the life estate is 
merged in the estate of the remainderman, and after such 
merger it has no independent existence, The interest has ceased 
on the merger, and there is no interest left which will cease on 
the death of the quondam tenant for life. There is nothing, 
therefore, to which the Act applies, and no estate duty is pay- 
able. Such is the reasoning which is suggested by an elemen- 
tary acquaintance with the rules of the law of property, and 
which, whatever may be its effect on the operation of the Act, 
has been accepted without hesitation by the Court of Appeal 
and the House of Lords. 

The facts to which this reasoning has been applied can be 
stated with equal brevity. Under a marriage settlement made 
in 1852, Mrs. Bexcu was entitled, in the event of her surviving 
her husband, to the income of the trust funds for life, with a 
power of appointment among her children. There were two 
children, a daughter and the defendant Howarp Brezcu. The 
husband died in 1885. In 1886 part of the funds, which had 
been already advanced to the daughter, were appointed to her, 
and Mrs. Brxcu appointed the rest of the funds to her son, 
subject to her life interest. In 1894 the trustees of the settle- 
ment were WiLLIAM Brxca and the*son H. Bezcn, and in that 
year Mrs. Bezcu by deed surrendered to the trustees her life 
interest in all the property appointed to H. Brxcu. The 
surrender was expressed to be to the intent that the life interest 


might merge in the remainder of H. Bzxcu, and that, accord- 





ingly, the trustees might thenceforth hold the property in trust 
for H. Beecu. Mrs. Brecn died in 1896, and the Inland 
Revenue Commissioners thereupon claimed that there was an 
interest in the property which ceased upon her death, and that 
consequently estate duty was payable. 

The judgment of the Divisional Court (Pottock, B., and 
Ruvtey, J.) proceeded upon the assumption that, up to the time 
of the death of Mrs. Brxcu, there was a life estate subsisting in 
the property. This would have been so had she never 
surrendered her life estate, or had she assigned it to some 
person other than her son, and in either case there would have 
been a cesser of interest on the death of Mrs. Bzxcu which 
would have made the duty payable, But the surrender to the 
trustees for the purpose of merging the life estate in the remain- 
der of the son put an end altogether to the life estate, and there- 
after there was nothing on which the statute could operate. How 
Potxtocs, B., avoided this result is not indicated in his judg- 
ment. He seems to have ignored altogether the fact that the 
life estate had merged, and had therefore ceased to exist. 
Ruwwtey, J., did not omit to notice the merger, but he declined 
to give effect to it. The doctrine of merger he treated as the 
invention of conveyancers, and he refused to admit its efficacy 
in controlling the application of a statute. The error was well 
pointed out by Curry, L.J., at the end of his judgment 
delivered on the appeal. ‘‘ Conveyancers,” he said, ‘‘ did not 
invent the rules of merger either at law or in equity, nor are 
they responsible for them. Their function is to understand the 
doctrine of merger and to apply it practically where it is 
applicable.” It was odd, indeed, to find a doctrine which has 
been recognized by the courts from the beginnings of the 
common law thus set aside as a mere trick of conveyancers, 
The doctrine is a constituent part of the law, and as such it has 
to be treated when it is a question of applying the provisions of 
a statute. 

The House of Lords have quite rejected the notion that after 
the surrender in favour of the son there remained an interest 
depending upon the life of Mrs. Bezcu. The matter was clearly 
put by Lord Davey. Before the surrender there were two 
separate estates; after the surrender the son was absolute 
owner of the property. Being absolute owner before his 
mother’s death he remained absolute owner after, and there 
was no change by reason of that death. His lordship did not 
regard this as a technical matter, but as the expression of a 
fact. The life estate had gone before Mrs. Bexcn’s death. At 
her death there was only the undivided ownership in the 
property in existence, and the possibility of the incidence 
of estate duty was effectually excluded. The Lord Chan- 
cellor was equally clear. When, he is reported to have 
said, by conveyance ‘nfer vivos the mother passed her life 
estate to her son, could anybody in the world, untainted 
by technical views, have said that the estate passed from the 
mother to the son upon death? This remark was based on 
section 1 of the Finance Act, 1894, but Lord Hatspury con- 
sidered that neither was there any ground for holding that the 
interest could be “deemed to pass”’ under the special provision 
of section 2 (4). It is useless, however, to labour a point which 
is so clear. ‘The Act applies where an interest passes on death. 
Here there was no interest in existence at the death which 
could be affected by that event. 

The remarkable thing about the litigation is that the Inland 
Revenue authorities should have permitted it to be carried so 
far. Whatever their views may bejas to the possible avoidance 
of the duty, their business is to apply the law as enacted by the 
Legislature, and upon the construction of that law there was no 
reasonable doubt, save so far as a doubt was temporarily raised 
by the erroneous judgments of the Divisional Court. In the 
present instance the surrender was made more than twelve 
months before the death of Mrs. Bezcu and hence the question 
of its being invalidated, so far as payment of duty is concerned, 
under section 2 (c) of the Act did not arise. The law officers, for 
the purpose of supporting their present claim, appear to have 
argued that that clause would not in such a case apply, and that 
if Mrs. Bexcu’s surrender was allowed to be effectual, equal 
efficacy would attach to a surrender made at any time before 
death. It may be taken, however, that this was merely a piece 
of tactics, and that when the case arises there will be no hesita- 
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' and Wricur, J., held that the council were not liable. 





Dec. 10, 1898. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 






(Vol. 43.] | 93 
SS 











tion in ascribing to clause (c) a wider effect. At any rate, 
where the surrender is made a year before the death, it is now 
clear that it isa perfectly safe way of avoiding payment of 
estate daty. Itis to be presumed that the authorities will forth- 
with repay the amounts which, as the result shows, have been 
illegally exacted. 


COLLATERAL NEGLIGENCE OF CONTRACTORS. 
Questions relating to the liability of an employer for injury to 
others caused by the negligence of the contractor whom he has 
employed have come before the courts in several recent cases ; 
aud though the general principles of law by which these questions 
must be decided are not in doubt, the application of those 
principles to individual cases is often a matter of serious diffi- 
culty. Since Dalton v. Angus (6 App. Cas. 740) the real question 
in these cases has been Within which of the propositions there 
enunciated by Lord Biacknurn the case falls. He lays it down 
(at p. 829) as settled law ‘‘that one employiag another is not 
liable for nis collateral negligence unless the relation of master 
and servant existed between them. So that a person employing 

\| a contractor to do work is not liable for the negligence of that 
contractor or his servants. On the other hand, a person causing 
| something to be done, the doing cf which casts on him a 
duty, cannot escape from the responsibility attaching on him 
| of seeing that duty performed by delegating it to a con- 
|| tractor.” Perhaps no two cases point the distinction so clearly 
‘ as Reedie v. London and North-Western Railway Co. (4 Fix 244) and 
Hole v. Sittingbourne and Sheerness Railway Co, (6 H. & N. 488). 
In the former case one of the workmen of a contractor 
employed by the defendants to built a bridge negligently let a 
stone fall on the plaintiff, and the defendants were held not liable. 
| In the latter the defendants employed a contractor to perform 
| their duty to build a bridge which would open for the passage 
'of vessels; he built a bridge which failed to open and the 
| defendants were held liable for the damage thereby caused to 
| the plaintiff. In the former case the negligence of the contractor 
was merely ‘‘casual or collateral,” in the latter the duty of 
the defendants remained unperformed. 
In many of the reported cases the duty which has been 
delegated to the contractor and has been insufficiently ful- 
filled has been a public or statutory duty, the defend- 
ants being some local or otber public authority. A local 
authority is perhaps in a worse position than a private 
individual in respect of liability for the negligence of their con- 
tractor, for the execution of works by them nearly always 
involves the performance of a duty. But so far as the principle 
of law is concerned there is 00 distinction between a local 
authority and any other employer; and it is by no means 
necessary that the duty should be public or statutory: many of 
the cases have involved no more than the duty owed by one 
individual to another. It is, for instance, almost a common- 
7 place of law that a man who employs a contractor to excavate 
}upon his land (an act perfectly lawful per se) is liable if the 
{ contractor in the course of the work lets_down the wall of an 

adjoining house: Bower v. Peate (1 Q. B. D. 821), Dalton v. 


Angus, Again, if a man carries out works upon or in proximity 
_ to a highway, 7 0 see that the safety of the 
( — ers is not interfered with, and he cannot get rid of this 
5 


| 
| 
| 
} 
| 





ity by employing another to do the work ; this is illustrated 

the well-known case of the open trap of a coal cellar: 

? Pickard ¥- Smith (10 ©. B. N. 8. 470), and by Zarry v. Ashton 

(1 Q. B. D. 314), where the employer was held Tiable for an 

accident caused by the falling of a lamp attached to his house 

and projecting over the pavement, although he had employed a 
contractor to keep it in proper condition. 

Again, in Hardaker vy. Idle District Council (1896, 1 Q. B. 335) 
the defendant council had employed a contractor to construct a 
sewer under a road within their district, and had expressly 
bound him to protect all gas pipes and other property which 
might be interfered with in the course of the works. He omitted 
to keep a certain gas pipe properly supported, with the result 
that it broke and caused an explosion of gas in the plaintiff's 
house. The plaintiff sued both the contractor and the “~~ 





and A. L. Sarr and Riosy, L JJ.), whose considered judgments 
deal exhaustively with the law applicable tothe case. Their 
decision was applied by Bruce, J., in the still more recent case 
of Penny v Wimbledon District Council (1898, 2 Q. B. 212), where 
the contractor emptoyedt-to make good a road (not yet taken over 
by the defendant council) fate upon it ahem of soil, unlighted 
and unprotected, over which the plaintiff fell and was injured. 

In none of these cases could the negligence of the contractor 
be considered ‘casual or collateral” ; the work authorized to 
be done was of a kind which necessarily involved danger to the 
property or persons of others; the negligence lay in the absence 
of proper precautions against the danger; and the fact—which 
existed in nearly all the cases referred to—-that the employer 
had bound the contractor by strict stipulations to take all 
necessary steps to avoid injury to others is no defence. ‘ He 
is bound not only to stipulate that such precautions shall be 
takon but also to see that these are observed, otherwise he will 
be responsible for the consequences ’— per Lord Suanp in Black 
v. Christchurch Finance Co, (1894, A. C., at p. 54), a case in which | 
& person who employed a contractor to burn the bush on his 
own estate was held liable for the contractor's negligence in | 
allowing the fire to spread to his neighbour’s land. 

The most recent case on the subject is ZHolliday v. National 
Telephone Co. (ante, p. 78), decided by Witts and Lawrance, Jd., 
on the 29th of November last. A comparison of this case with 
Hardaker v. Idle District Council is instructive as to the meaning 
of casual or collateral negligence. The defendants were laying | 
down telephone wires under the soil of a street. The wires were 
enclosed in metalled tubes which required to be socketed 
together with soldering material. They employed a person 
called Highmore to do this part of the work under conditions 
which made him not the servant of the defendants but an 
independent contragtor. For the purpose of obtaining light or 
heat for the work, one of Highmore’s workmen used a benzoline 
lamp. To produce the necessary vapour from the lamp he 
plunged it into the molten soldering material. The lamp, not 
being supplied with a sufficient safety valve, exploded and threw 
some of the molten metal on to the plaintiff, who was passiog 
by. The county court judge held the defendants liable, but the 
Divisional Court allowed theappeal onthe ground that theaccident 
was caused by casual or collateral negligence for which the defend- 
ants were not liable. The work ordered to be done by them was 
not in itself dangerous or calculated to interfere with or injure 
other persons ; the negligent act of the workman was not such as 
could have been contemplated by the defendants, and was 
placed by the court in the same category as the fall of the stone 
in Reedie v. London and North-Western Railway Co. The case 
therefore differed from Hardaker v. Idle District Council in that 
the accident was not caused by the omission to do something 
which the work ordered to be done rendered necessary, and 
which must have been contemplated by the employers; it was a 
mere casualty, and the decision of Witts and Lawrancz, JJ., 
will generally be regarded as right within the principle laid 
down by Lord Biacxsurn in Dalton v. Angus and indicated in 
the earlier cases referred to above. 








REVIEWS. 
ECCLESIASTICAL LAW. 


THE CLERGYMAN’S LEGAL HANDBOOK AND CHURCHWARDEN’S GUIDE, 
By the late James Murray Date. SEVENTH Epirion. By J. 8. 
RistEY. Seeley & Co. Price 7s. 6d. 


The sixth edition of this neat and concise presentation of ecclesi- 
astical law appeared in 1881. Since then the New Parishes Act, 
1884, the Sale of Glebe Lands Act, 1888, the Clergy Discipline Act, 
1892, and the Benefices Act, 1898, have been placed on the statute-book ; 
and //eywood v. Bishop of Manchester (32 W. R. 567, 12 Q. B. D. 404), 
Read v. Bishop of Lincoln (1892, A. C. 644), and Ecclesiastical Com- 
missioners v. Wodehouse (43 W. R. 395), with other cases too numerous 
to mention, have seriously altered or developed the law. All neces- 
sary consequential alterations or additions have been diligently made 
by Mr. Risley, who, however, states in the preface that ‘‘ any state- 
ments of opinion are attributable to the author, and not to the editor.” 
The New Parishes Act of 1884, the Clergy Discipline Act, and the 
Benefices Act are printed verbatim in an Appendix, which also 
includes the whole set of New Parishes Acts, a table of ecclesiastical 





decision was reversed by the Court of Appeal (Linvtey, M.R., 


fees approved by the Privy Council in 1895, and regulations of the 
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Ecclesiastical Commissioners respecting grants out of the common | appears to be in such a case no provision as to the costs of the injured 


fund issued in the present year. As far as it goes the edition is a very 
good and serviceable one, but we have been disappointed by the 
treatment of the Benefices Act. 


| 


man’s solicitors. 
How can such costs be obtained if the employers refuse to pay ? 


The more important parts of that Act | If there is no*other remedy it will be necessary, I take it, to take 


are no doubt noticed in the text, but there isno comment on the manner | steps to obtaia an award, so that costs may be allowed by the 
in which the new declaration against simony will differ from that | arbitrator, and, if s0, what is the use of providing for the registration 
| of a memorandum of agreement ? 


scheduled to the Clerical Subscription Act, 1865, nor on the alteration 
of the law of university presentations, nor even on the all-important 


enactment that ‘a bishop shall not collate, institute, or admit any | 


person to a benefice until the expiration of one month after notice, 
in the prescribed manner, that he proposes to collate, institute, or 
admit such person has been served on the churchwardens of the 
parish, who shall publish the notice in the prescribed manner.” <A 
less important fault, but still important enough to notice, is the 
frequent omission to give the short titles of such statutes as the 
Pluralities Act, 1838, and the Clerical Subscription Act, 1865, to 
which short titles were first given by the Short Titles Act, 1896, and 


we cannot help expressing the hope that, in an eighth edition, the | 


long-ago repealed 9 Geo. 4, c. xxxi., will disappear from the text, 
and that the fact that the antiquated provisions aguinst brawling 
of 5 & 6 Ed. 6, c. 4, apply to clergymen only should, if mentioned 
at all, be mentioned in the text, and not in a footnote. The book 
would have been better, too, for a table cf statutes as well as of 
cases, and for references to more than one set of reports. 
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Memorials. Part II.: Personal and Political. 1865-1895. By 
RovunpELL Patmer, Earl of SELBORNE, Lord High Chancellor. 
Vols. I. and II. Macmillan & Co, (Limited). 


Auditing: A Practical Manual for Auditors. By LAURENCE R. 
DicksEE, F.C.A. Third Edition, Revised and Enlarged. Gee & Co. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE LAND TRANSFER ACTS, 1875-1897. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—With the adoption of the compulsory powers under the later 
Act, one cannot but see that the sale and transfer of freehold and 
leasehold properties will ultimately be greatly simplified, and that, 
in course of time, when absolute titles shall predominate upon the 
various county registers, the intricacies now so common in the 
investigation of title will be swept away. 

Presuming such to be the case, the practice of the transfer of land 
will become more and more assimilated to that now obtaining in the 
stock and share market. That being so, it is fair and reasonable to 
assume that the transactions relating to land will be very considerably 
increased. The present heavy cost and frequently unavoidable delay 
attending conveyancing matters has had, no doubt, a deterrent effect 
on business of this nature. 

Would it not be feasible, and of great benefit to the public as well 
as the profession, if a large room—such, for instance, as one of the 
rooms of the Incorporated Law Society—could be thrown open to 
members where they could meet day by day and negotiate the sale 
and purchase of properties on behalf of their respective clients, much 
in the same way as stockbrokers and others now assemble for the 
transaction of business on the Stock Exchange and at the Royal 
Exchange ? 

Rules could easily be formulated for the government and regula- 
tion of the members and their transactions. This would in no wise 
prevent or interfere with sales not made “‘ on ’Change,” but would 
merely operate as a further means of transacting business, besides 
bringing the members of the profession into more constant touch with 
one another. G. E. Huco KILner. 

4, 5, and 6, Great St. Helen’s, E.C., Dec. 7. 


_ [But an exchange of this kind requires that the identity of the par- 
ticular property sold should be a matter of indifference, and this can 
never be the case with land.—Eb. S. J.] 


Re WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION ACT. - 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I shall be much obliged if you, or any of your readers, 
will give me an opinion on the following point. 

A workman is seriously injured in his employment, and, after 
formal notice of the accident, the employers offer compensation at 
the rate of 50 per cent. of the injured man’s wages. 

If this is accepted (and apparently no better terms can be obtained 
under the Act), an agreement may be entered into, and a memoran- 
dum thereof filed under paragraph 8 of Schedule II., but there 








Frank TAYLOR, 
Geo. Thorpe’s-chambers, Hustlergate, 
Bradford, Dec. 3. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. BEECH. 6th Dec. 


IntAND Revenve—Estatgs Dury—Prorgrty Passtnc on DeatH—Searrie- 
MENT—SvuRRENDER OF Lire Estare To ReMAINDERMAN—FINANCE Act, 
1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 30), ss. 1, 2 (c) (1) (&}, 5, 7 (6) (7). 

This was an appeal from a decision of the Court of Appeal (A. L. 
Smitb, Chitty, and Collins, L.JJ.), reported 46 W. R. 435; 1898, 2 Q. B. 
147, reversing that of the Queen’s Bench Division (Pollock, b., and 
Ridley, J.), upon an information by the Attorney-General claiming estate 
Guty under the Finance Act, 1894. Mrs. Beech was entitled, under her 
marriage settlement, to the income of certain property for her life, with 
remainder to her son Howard Beech absolutely. In 1894 she, by deed, 
surrendered her life interest in the property to the trustees of the settle- 
ment to the end and intent that her life interest might merge in the 
interest in remainder of her son Howard Beech. Upon the surrender of 
this life interest to Howard Beech he became absolute owner of the 
property. Mrs. Beech died in August, 1896, upon whose death estate 
duty was claimed. The Court of Appeal had held that the duty was not 
payable. ‘The Crown appealed to this House. 

Tue Hovse (Earl of Hatssury, Lords Wartsox, AsHnOURNE, 
Macnacuten, Morris, Suanp, Davey, Luptow) upheld the judgment of 
the Court of Appeal. 

Earl of Haussury, L.C., in the course of his judgment, said this was 
a statute which imposed a tax upon property passingon death. But in 
the case before their lordships there was no property which passed on 
death. That was really the whole case. It was argued on behalf of the 
Crown that as soon as a settlement was made and a life estate created under 
it an indelible obligation was attached to pay estate duty at some time or 
other. But in his opinion that was not the natural meaning of the words. 
What the statute intended to make liable to pay duty was a succession by 
one person from another upon death. It was not necessary that it should 
be from the person who was dead, but it must be a succession by reason 
of the death of some person on whose death the estate passed. In this 
case, the twelve months’ limit was out of the question, because the instru- 
ment was executed more than twelve months before Mrs. Beech’s death. 
The question, then, was whether upon a conveyance inter vivos the interest 
which the mother possessed fell within the language of the statute as 
property passing upondeath. He agreed with the Court of Appeal as to the 
meaning which would be placed on the statute by ordinary people. When 
by conveyance inter vivos the mother passed her life estate to her son, could 
anybody in the world untainted by technical views have said that the 
estate passed from the mother to the son upon death? Death had nothing 
to do with it. The moment the conveyance was made the son was com- 
pletely master of the situation. He might have sold the property the 
next day. That seemed to dispose of the question under section 1. Then 
it was said that it was property which was ‘‘ deemed to pass,’’ although 
it did not actually pass. But the Legislature had good reason for using 
those words which served to indicate the point of time at which the new 
estate should vest. It was not necessary on that occasion to say that 
taxing Acts must be precise and particular in their terms, for in that case 
he was unable to point to any words which, even by doubtful construction, 
could make the tax payable. The tax was imposed on the happening of 
death and, as he had said, death had no more to do with the matter than 
any other event. 

Lord Warson.—This was not a large question, though the scope of the 
decision might extend far and wide. It depended upon considerations 
which were very shortly stated in the statute. The arguments have been 
subtle and ingenious, but I cannot see my way to placing on any taxing 
statute so wide an interpretation as was imposed on it by the Attorney- 
General and his predecessor in that office. The Act was one which granted 
to her Majesty taxation, to be levied in the case of any person dying, 
upon the then value of all the property real and personal, settled or not 
settled, upon the death of such person. Butit was anticipated that the 
court might place upon the words ‘‘ which passes upon the death of such 
person ’’ a limited sense confining it toa case of the possession of the 
property of another person after his death. But the second section 
widened that interpretation very much, because it extended it to al! cases 
when the survivor of the deceased derived succession, or rather the benefit 
of succession, by reason of the death of the deceased. The present case 
was eaid to fall within sub-section (+) of section 2: ‘‘ Property in which the 
deceased or any other person had an interest ceasing on the death of the 
deceased to the extent to which a benefit accrues or arises by the cesser of 
such interest.’”’ There were two points to be considered in that definition. 
First, property in which the deceased or other person had an interest 
ceasing on the death of the deceased. That referred to an interest existing 
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at the death. In this case the right was not in the deceased at the time of 
her death. She had parted with it months before. Then it followed as to 
the remaining part of the section that no benefit accrued or arose by cesser 
of that interest. Then it was contended that the fee taken by the respon- 
dent was taken by him under the settlement. That was true; but it was 
not taken by him in such circumstances as to render it a succession or 
interest which was liable to taxation under the Act. The other noble lords 
concurring, the appeal was dismissed with costs.—Counse., Sir R. E. 
Webster, A.G., Sir R. B. Finlay, 8.G., Sir Robert Reid, Q.C., and Vaughan 
Hawkins ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., Levett, Q.C., W. M. Spence, and Austen- 
Cartmell, Soxrcrrors, F. C. Gore; Bell, Steward, May, & How. 

Reported by C. H. Grartox, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Court of Appeal. 


BONNER +. THE TOTTENHAM AND EDMONTON PERMANENT INVEST- 


MENT BUILDING SOCIETY. No. 1. 30th Nov. 
LANDLORD AND TreNANT—L&EASE—AsSsIGNMENT oF LEASE—Sun-LEASE RY 
AssIGNEE—OrIGINAL Lesser Competiep to Pay Rent to Lessor— 
tiaHt Or OrturnaL Lessee TO Be INDEMNIFIED KY SUR-LESSER OF 


ASSIGNEE. 

This was an appeal from a judgment of Channell, J. The action 
was brought by the lessees of certain premises to recover from 
the defendants, who were mortgagees of an assignee of the 
plaintiff’s lease, a sum of money which the plaintiffs had been 
compelled to pay for ground-rent to their lessor. On the 3rd 
of April, 1882, Henry Moore, the owner of the premises, demised 
them to the plaintiffs for a term of ninety-nine years at a rent of £20 
per annum, which the plaintiffs covenanted to pay. On the 6th of 
April, 1889, the plaintiffs assigned the residue of the term to one 
Price, who covenanted to pay the rent of £20 and to indemnify the 
plaintiffs therefrom. On the 18th of October, 1889, Price mortgaged the 
premises to the defendants by a demise of the term less one day, as security 
for certain advances made by them to him, and the defendants covenanted 
with Price that, if they should enter into — of the premises and 
receive the rents and profits, they would pay the yearly rent of £20 
reserved by the lease of the 3rd of April, 1882. In November, 1891, Price 
was adjudicated bankrupt, and the defendants entered into possession of 
the premises and remained in possession and in receipt of the rents and 
profits. The defendants did not pay the reserved rent while they were in 
possession, and Moore, the lessor, compelled the plaintiffs, his lessees, to 
pay such reserved rent. The plaintiffs now sought to recover from the 
defendants £97, the sum which they had thus been obliged to pay. 
Channell, J., gave judgment for the defendants. The plaintiffs appealed 

Tue Court (A. L. Saurrn, Ricry, and Vavcnan Wiis, L.JJ.) dismiesed 
the appeal 

A. L. Surru, L.J., said it was clear that there was no contract or privity 
of estate between the plaintiffs and the defendants, nor between the 
original lessor, Moore, and the defendants; and unless there were circum- 
stances from which a request to pay the rent in question could be implied, 
or, in other words, unless a contract could be implied between the 
defendants and the plaintiffs that the defendants would indemnify the 
plaintiffs if they paid to their lessor the rent accruing while they, the 
defendants, were in possession, there was nothing to support an action by 
the plaintiffs against the defendants to recover the amount so paid. 
It was true that Moore could sue the plaintiffs, his lessees, upon their 
covenant with him contained in their lease. It was also true that 
the plaintiffs could sue their assignee, Price, upon his covenant with them. 
It was also true that Price could sue the defendants, his under-lessees, 
upon their covenant with him. But how could the plaintiffs sue the 
defendants? It was said that the case of Moule v. Garrett (L. R. 5 Ex. 
132, and,in the Exchequer Chamber, L. R.7 Ex. 101), shewed that the 
plaintiffs could sue the defendants to recover what they had been com- 
pelled to pay to their lessor, and that this case fell within the principle of 
that case. The ratio decidendi of Moule v. Garrett was this: If A. is com- 
pellable to pay B. damages which C. is also compellable to pay B., then A., 
having been compelled to pay B., can maintain an action against C. for 
money so paid, for the circumstances raise an implied request by C. to A. to 
make such payment in his ease. To raise this implied request both A. and 
C. must, in his judgment, be compelled to pay B., otherwise the payment by 
A. to B., so far as regarded C., was a voluntary payment which raised no 
implicationof a request byC.toA.topay. In thepresentcase the defendants 
were under-lessees of an assignee of a term, and were not liable at all to 
the original lessor for rent, there being between them and the original 
lessor neither contract nor privity of estate. For these reasons he thought 
the action was not maintainable. 

Ricry and Vavcuan Wits, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the rame 
effect.—Counset, #. M. Bray, Q.C., and Tindal Atkinson ; Jelf, Q.C., 
G. Spencer Bower, and Grimwood Mears. Soxscrrons, Albert Saunders ; 
Howard § Shelton. 

[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re RITSON. RITSON v. RITSON. No.2. 30th Nov. 


Derosir or Trriz-peeps ny Partner to Secure Dent or Partnersnir— 
Devise ov Reat Estarr—Svrriciency or Pantnersnip Assets To Pay acu 
Dewrs—Reau Estate Cuances Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vier. c. 118). 


Appeal of the defendants from a decision of Romer, J. (reported 46 W. R. 


478; 1898, 1 Ch. 667). The testator, John Ritson, deposited title-deeds 


gf certain rent-charges belonging to him to secure the overdraft of the 





bank account of a ership in which he and his brother were partners. 
By his will, dated the 2lst of June, 1897, the testator devised and 
bequeathed all his real and personal estate to trustees upon trust for his 
wife for life and on her death upon trust as to certain real estate, which 
included the real estate charged to the bank, for his son absolutely, 
and as to all the residue of his real and personal estate upon trust 
for his (the testator’s) children equally. At the testator’s death 
both his private account and the partnership account were ly 
overdrawn at the bank, but the assets of the partnership were more than 
sufficient to cover all their debs. The executors took out a summons for 
the determination of certain questions arising in the administration of the 
estate. The chief question raised by the summons was whether such part 
of the amount due from the partnership to the bankers, secured by the 
said memorandum, as was payable by the estate of the testator ought to 
be paid out of the real estate mentioned in the memorandum, or out of 
his share in the partnership assets. Romer, J., held that the charge we A 
extended to the debts of the partnership, and not to the private overd 

of the testator; and that as the partnership assets were sufficient to pay 
these, the debt to the bank was payable thereout, and was not a charge 
on the real estate comprised in the memorandum. The defendants, three 
of the testator’s younger children, who were sui juris, appealed. 

Tur Cover (Lixptey, M.R., and Carrry and Vavenan Wiiurams, L.JJ.), 
without calling upon the respondents, dismissed the appeal. 

LixpLey, M.R.—I do not think that any member of this court has any 
doubt about the case. I agree with Romer, J., that when the case is 
really understood, Locke-King’s Act has nothing to do with it. The 
order made by Romer, J., is quite right. It is worth reading: ‘ This 
court doth declare that the memorandum of deposit dated the 15th of 
August, 1894, extended to the debts and overdrafts of the partnershi 
business carried on by the testator and Thomas Smith Ritson only, 
not to the private debt or overdraft of the testator. And it being 
admitted that the assets of the said ership business are sufficient 
for the payment of all partnership debts, including that due to the 
bank, this court doth declare that such last-mentioned debt is payable 
out of such partnership assets, and not out of the assets of the testator, 
and that no part thereof is a charge on the real estate of the testator com- 
prised in the said memorandum.’’ That +a to me to be absolutely 
right, and the case is not within the scope of Locke-King’s Act or within 
the language of it. 

Currry, L.J.—I am of the same opinion, and really for the reasons 
given by the Master of the Rolls and by Romer, J. The whole fallacy 
appears to me to be this, that the testator’s estate is assumed to consist of 
that of which it does not consist at all. 

Vaucuan Wiiuams, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect. Ape 
dismissed.—Counset, Farwell, Q.C., and Christopher James ; Neville, Q.C., 
and R. F. Norton. Soxicrrons (for all parties), Speechly, Mumford, ¢ 
Rodgers, for Hayton § Simpson, Cockermouth. 

[Reported by W. Suatioross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.] 
HALL v. COX. Nor. 2nd Dec. i 
Lotrrry—Prize ComprTirion—Cnance AND SKILL. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff from the judgment of Lawrance, J. 
at the trial of the action, with a jury, at Leeds. The defendant advertised 
in a paper called the Rocket that a prize of £1,000 was offered for a correct 
prediction of the numbers of male and female births and the number of 
deaths in London during the week ended the 11th of December, 1897; the 
competitors to fill in and sign the accompanying voucher, paste it on a 
sheet of paper, and send it, with a coupon cut from the front page of the 
Rocket, in accordance with the instructions given. The voucher contained 
the following words: ‘‘I say that the number of births and the number 
of deaths in London during the week ending the 11th of December, 1897, as 
disclosed by the Registrar-General’s returns, will be——”’ Then followed 
spaces for the number of births (male), births (female), and deaths. 
The answers were to be sent in by the 10th of December; and if more 
than one correct prediction was received the £1,000 would be divided. 
The advertisement also stated that, ‘‘according to the Registrar- 
General’s returns, the number of births and the number of deaths 
in London during the week ending the 12th of December, 1896, were as 
follows: Births (male), 1,342; ditto (females), 1,213; deaths, 1,539.” 
The plaintiff alleged that he had sent in a correct prediction and brought 
this action against the defendant to recover the £1,000. The action was 
tried without pleadings, and the defence raised at the trial was that the 
plaintiff’s answer had never been received. The jury found a verdict for 
the plaintiff, but, on the application of counsel for the defendant, 
Lawrance, J., entered judgment for the defendant on the ground that the 
competition was a lottery. The plaintiff appealed. The defendant had 
died since the trial, and his personal representatives had been served in 
the notice of the appeal, but they did not appear. 

Tue Covrr (A. L. Surrx, Rieny, and Corzis, L. JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., said that although the solution of the question 
depended largely upon chance, it did not do so entirely, for there was also 
an element of statistical inquiry introduced, and therefore the competition 
was not a lottery. In Caminada v. Hulton (60 L. J.,M.C. 116) Day and 
Lawrance, L.JJ., sitting as a Divisional Court, held that the offer of a 
prize to the person who correctly filled up coupons with the winning horses 
in certain races was not a lo’ It was difficult to see how the decision 
of the learned judge in thi8’case could be reconciled with his former 
decision. 

Ricry and Couns, L. JJ., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Counsei, Brooke 
Little. So.scrror, H. J. Campion, for Muir Wilson, Sheffield. 


(Reported by F. 0. Roprxsox, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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BAXTER v. HOLDSWORTH. Not. 6th Dec. 
Trrat—Lexetn or Notice—Ten Days’ 


Exrme on Day or Tria. 


This was an appeal from an order of Channell, J., on a summons for 
directions. The writ, which was issued on the 26th of October, was 
indorsed with a statement that the place of trial was Lancaster. On the 
16th of November Channell, J., on a summons for directions, made the 
following order: That a statement of claim should be delivered forth- 
with; that the defence should be delivered within ten days; and that the 
defendavt should take such notice of trial as might be necessary for the 
next Liverpool Assizes, if such notice was given immediately after the delivery 
of the defence ; subject to tbis, that the trial should not come on before 
the 7th of December. The plaintiff gave notice of trial in accordance with 
this order on the 26th of November. The Liverpool Assizes commenced 
on the 2th of November. The defendant appealed from the order 
on the ground that by ord. 36, r. 14, he was entitled to ten days’ notice of 
trial to expire on or before the first day of the assizes. 

Tne Covrr (A. L. Suirn, Riery, and Corrs, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal, holding that the judge at chambers had jurisdiction to meke a 
tpecial order that the defesdant should take ten days’ notice of trial to 
expire on the day on which the triat-was to take pluce.—Cornsgi, 7. W. 
Chitty > Tt. Semtrr Sortcrrors, Pell, Broderich & Gray; Arkeoll, 
Cockell, & Chadwick, for J. T. Sanderson, Lancaster 


teported by I. G. R , Barrister-at-Law 


Practicre—Norice 01 Novice To 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Ite GRIFFIN. GRIFFIN ,. GRIFFIN. Byrne, J. &th and 9th Nov., 
and Ist Dec. 
Voirvntary Grier — Bank Depostr Receipt — ‘* Nor Transrrrasie ”’ — 
ENDORSEMENT AND Deiivery—Donere Aso ExecvTor—RETAINER, 


This was an action for the administration of the estate of Thomas Griffin, 
raising the question whether a gift by him to his son of a deposit receipt 
was valid and effectual. On the 11th of November, 1878, Thomas Griffin 
deposited with the Leicestershire Banking Co. the sum of £476 odd 
shillings, and received from the bank a deposit receipt for the amount ‘‘ to 
account for here ’’—meaning at the Loughborough branch—‘‘ on demand.”’ 
In the margin of the receipt were printed the words, ‘‘ N.B.—This receipt 
is not transferable, and will be required to be produced at each with- 
drawal,’’ and on the back, among other things, ‘‘ Sums of £10 and upwards 
are received on deposit at interest, and are repayable on demand without 
notice. For these sums receipts are granted called deposit receipts. These 
receipts are not transferable, nor can cheques be drawn against them.’’ 
Thomas Griffin, by his will made in 1872, gave his property to his two eons, 
Joseph and thedefendant, Thomas, equally, andappointed them and William 
Birchnall his executors. The testator died in 1886. Joseph Griffin had died in 
1881, leaving a widow, who was the executrix of his will, and a daughter. 
He had never withdrawn the sum deposited. The will was proved by the 
surviving executors. About a year before his death the testator had a 
conversation with his son Thomas, and as the result he endorsed on the 
receipt, ‘‘ Pay my son,’’ and signed his name. He then handed the 
document to Thomas, saying, ‘‘ There you are, my lad, this is yours.’’ 
Thomas took the receipt and kept it until after his father’s death, when 
he obtamed payment of the sum deposited with the accumulated 
interest. No notice of the transaction was given to the bank until 
after the testator’s death. The widow and executrix of Joseph Griffin 
brought this action against Thomas Griffin, the son, who had become the 
sole executor of his father’s will by the death of Birchnall, to recover half 
the amount so received by Thomas Griffin from the bank. 

3yRNE, J., gave judgment for the defendant as follows: The question to 
be determined is whether the defendant is entitled to retain the amount 
for his own benefit or is liable to account for it as part of the testator’s 
estate. This depends upon whether there was or not a complete gift or 
equitable assigiment of the amount due from the bank. For the plaintiff 
it is argued that the endorsement on the back of the receipt was a mere 
authority to pay, equivalent to a cheque or order to pay, and revoked by 
the death of the donor before being acted upon, and that the transaction 
did not amount to a complete gift or equitable assignment; while for the 
defendant it is argued that there was a complete equitable assignment 
when the document endorsed was handed over to the defendant, or that, 
even if the gift was not then complete, it became so upon the death of the 
testator, when the defendant’s appointment as executor took effect. The 
deposit receipt is clearly not a negotiable instrument, nor by the terms of 
the deposit could cheques be drawn against it. And [ think that 
the order to pay, being endorsed on the back of the receipt, 
sufficiently identifies the fund tv be paid as being the fund referred to 
n the receipt. It does not, in my judgment, fall within the class of cases 
n which the direction has been held to be a mere mandate from a principal 
to bis own agent to pay a debt out of a certain fund which is revocable by 
death. It is addressed to the debtor or holder of the fund. The general 
principles relating to voluntary settlements and declarations of trust are 
clearly summarized in the judgment of Turner, L.J., in Milroy v. Lord (4 
D. F. & J. 264), from which, for the purposes of the present case, I need 
only read a short passage to be found on‘p. 274: ‘‘I take the law of this 
court to be well settled that, in order to render a voluntary settlement 
valid and effectual, the settlor must have done everything which, according 
to the nature of the property comprised in the settlement, was necessary to 
be done in order to transfer the property and render the settlement binding 
upon him.”’ Jt is, I think, clear that the test is whether anything remains 








to be done by the donor—not by the donee (see Furtescue v. Barnett, 
3 My. & K. 36, 43; Donaldson v. Donaldson, 2 W. R. 691, Kay 711, 
719), and the fact that notice was not given to the bank does not render 
the gift incomplete (see Re Patrick, Bills v. Tatham, 39 W.R. 113; 1891, 
1 Ch. 82), although the omission to give notice might under some circum. 
stances enable a better titlo to the subject-matter of the gift to arise in a 
third person. In the present case the donor appears to me to have done 
everything required to be done by him necessary to transfer the debt or 
fund to the defendant. He gave an order to pay, endorsed on the 
document, without the production of which the bank would not pay, and 
he handed over the document itself to his son, thereby putting it out of his 
own power to claim the money. It was not necessary to give notice to the 
bank, and, if it had been, it would devolve upon the donee, and not upon 
the donor, to give it. Had the defendant applied to the bank for 
payment the bank would have paid him on production of the receipt 


and endcrsement, subject to being satisfied of the genuineness of 
the signature to the endorsement. To operate as an equitable 


assignment no particular form of words is required in the document— 
an engagement or direction to pay, out of a debt or fund, a sum of money, 
constitutes an equitable assignment, though it does not operate as assign. 
ment of the whole debt (per Chitty, L.J., in Durham Brothers v. Robertson, 
1898, 1 (). B. 765, 769), and a direction to pay the whole debt constitutes an 
equitable assignment of the whole debt. I think, therefore, that the 
defendant is entitled to succeed upon this ground; but, even assuming 
the gift to have been otherwise incomplete, I think that, having regard to 
the reasoning upon which the decision of Sir George Jessel in Strong v. 
Bird (22 W. R. 788, L. R. 18 Eq. 315) is founded, it would be impossible 
to say that the operation of the appointment of the defendant as executor 
was not to complete the title, unless I were to reject, at all events, some 
part of such reasoning. The actual decision in Strong v. Bird has been 
followed by Stirling, J., in Re Applebee (40 W. R. 90; 1891, 3 Ch. 
122) where the executor had not actually proved the will. I see no ground 
for saying that the reasoning in Strong v. Birdis not applicable in the 
present case. In Moore v. Ulster Bank (11 Ir. Rep. C. L. 512) it was sought 
to make out that there had been an effectual transfer, but the attempt 
failed because the instrument was not negotiable, and there was no order 
or direction to pay. I must add, with reference to the evidence, that the 
only witness in support of the claim was the son, and if I had not been 
quite satisfied as to the truth of what he said, corroborated as his evidence 
was by the documents, I might have required stricter evidence as to the 
illness of another person who was present during a part of the interview. 
But I am satisfied that the son spoke the truth, and do not think it 
necessary to call further evidence. There is no absolute rule as to corro- 
boration being actually necessary in case of a claim against the estate of 
a deceased person.—CovunseL, Eve, Q.C., Jason Smith; Astbury, Q.C., 
Ashton Cross. Soxtcrrons, 8. W. Johnson §& Sons, for Fisher, Jesson, & Wilkins, 
Ashby-de-la-Zouch ; Kingsford, Dorman, § Co., for Smith, Mammatt, Hale, 
§ Quarrcil, Ashby -de-la- Zouch. 


[Reported by Nevitie Tersvtt, Barrister-at-Law. 


ELLIS AND OTHERS ». DUKE OF BEDFORD. Romer, J. 7th Dec. 


Practice—Partigs—JoInpDEn OF PLatIntirrs—Ciass AcTions—ComMon 
Grounp or Revrer—Ricuts iy A Marxet—R. 8. C., XVI, 1, 9. 


Summons. It appeared that by the act for the Regulation of Covent 
Garden Market, 1828 (9 Geo. 4, c. cxiii.), certain cart stands were 
exclusively appropriated to the reception of wagons and carts belonging to 
growers of fruit, flowers, vegetables, rocts and herbs, at tolls.or rent 
according to a schedule, and such growers were to be deemed to be 
persons having preferential rights to resort to such stands under the 
provisions of the Act. The exclusive or preferential rights claimed 
referred to what were called casual, yearly, and yearly pitching stands, 
each of the three classes of stands being subject to somewhat different 
statutory provisions. The plaintiffs in the above action were six in 
number, and were all growers of fruit, vegetables, roots or Terbs, 
and freqnenters of the market for the purpose of sale, and they 
complained that the defendant, who was the owner of the market, 
did not within the meaning of the Act comply with the provisions 
of the Act relating to the stands and the exaction of tolls. They 
alleged that they had each been refused stands when unlet, and also 
alleged excessive charges. They submitted that the defendant had not 
the right to admit others to the use of certain stands so long as growers 
presented themselves and required the use thereof, and alleged that 
the defendant made it a practice either to refuse to growers the use 
of such stands or by filling such stands with others than growers to 
prevent growers having the use of such stands, with the result that 
growers had to go to other parts of the market or to places outside 
the market, or to the public streets, where, the restrictions contained 
in the Act not being applicable, the defendant charged higher rates 
than would have to be paid under the Act, and with the further 
result of injury to the growers in their trade. They further alleged 
that in each case of refusal of stands to any of the plaintiffs no objec- 
tion bad been made to such plaintiff as a proper tenant, but, although 
several of such stands were unlet and growers were desirous of tenancies, 
the defendant had stated his practice to be not to let such stands. The 
plaintiffs sued on behalf of themselves and all others, the growers of fruit, 
flowers, vegetables, roote, or herbs, within the meaning or the Act 9 Geo. 
4, c. cxiii., and claimed declarations that the defendant was not entitled 
to exclude them from the stands or to make the charges complained of; 
an injunction or injunctions ; and an account of the sums charged to and 
paid by each of the plaintiffs during the past six years in excess of the statu- 
tory charges and repayment of such excess to each of the plaintiffs 
accordingly. The defendant now applied to set aside the writ and 
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all proceedings in the action on the ground that the plaintiffs as having 


separate and distinct causes of action could not join, and that also they 
could not as private individuals sue on behalf of aclass of the public in 
respect of public or other statutory rights. By ord. 16, r. 1 several 
plaintiffs are allowed to join in one action distinct causes of action if the 
right to relief arises out of the same transaction or series of transactions, 
and there would be a common question of law or fact if they brought 
separate actions; by r. 9 where there are numerous persons having the 
same interest, one or more may sue on behalf of all. The following cases 
were cited: Smurthwaite v. Hannay, (43 W. R. 113; 1894, A. C. 494), 
Stroud v. Lawson (46 W. R. 626; 1898, 2 Q. B. 44), Drinebrier v. Wood 
(ante, p. 29), The University of Oxford and The University of Cambridge v. 
Gill (ante, p. 27), and Zémperton v. Russell (41 W. R. 321; 1893, 1 Q. B. 
435). 
Romer, J., said that the first point was whether the plaintiffs were 
entitled to sue on behalf of themselves and all other growers of fruits, 
flowers, vegetables, roots or herbs, within the Act 9 Geo. 4, c. cxiii. As 
pointed out in Zemperton v. Russell, ord. 16, r. 9, only extended to cases 
where the class had, or claimed, some beneficial proprietary right. On 
consideration of the provisions of the above Act in favour of the growers 
with regard to Covent Garden Market, his lordship could not conclude 
that the growers as a class had any proprietary rights in respect of the 
market. All members of the public had a right to use the market, and 
the Act in substance provided that those members of the public who were 
growers should have preference over the rest of the public in using and 
having let to them certain parts of the market. But growers as a class 
could not be said to have a proprietary right in respect of the market 
merely because if any of the class chose to use the market, he could claim 
to be preferred over an outside member of the public in using or having 
let to him a portion of certain specified parts of this market. Such right 
as the growers had as a class was in the nature of a public right which 
must be enforced by the Attorney-General. Then as to the several claims 
of the six plaintiffs as individuals, each was perfectly distinct, and depended 
uponits own facts. Were these claims rightly joined under ord. 16, r. 1 
His lordship thought that the plaintiffs had not and did not claim any 
right to relief ‘‘in respect of or arising out of the same transaction or 
transactions.’’ The right to relief of each depended upon the transactions 
peculiar to him under which it was alleged he had been specially injured. 
These transactions were not the same as those on which the others had to 
rely, and the transactions on which the plaintiffs had respectively to rely 
were not made one merely because the defendant was alleged to have made 
a practice of disregarding the rights of growers. Therefore the six several 
claims of the plaintiffs as individuals were not rightly joined. Liberty to 
the plaintiffs to elect to continue the action on behalf of any cone of the 
plaintiffs as an individual. Costs up to the present, including costs of that 
application, to be paid by the plaintiffs, Leave to appeal.—Counss, 
Levett, Q.C., Danckwerts, and Gwynne James ; Asquith, Q.C., Farwell, QC., 
and J. 7. l’rior. Soxicrrors, Herbert B. Bell; Taylor, Son, § Humbert, 


{Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law.? 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
MORTON ». EMANUEL. Div. Court. 6th Dec. 


Practice—APrpkEAL rroM OrpER or JupGe at Cuamners—Marrers Not or 
Practice AND Procepurr—JvupGe's Orpver Rervsinc To Grant Prouint- 
tion To County Covrt—Arrgat Acatnst sucn Orper Lys to Diyseron aL 
Court Wirnovt Leave or any Oot AL—JUDICATURE Act, 
1894, s. 1. 


Counsel moved ex parle in this matter either for leave to appeal from 
the refusalor Grantham, J., at chambers, to order a writ of prohibition to 
county court at Warwick and extension of time 
O op dow peal, or if the iships held that_no leave 
appeal was required then merely for extension of time. He stated that 
hiherto-Tt- had Besh The practice to make such an application as the 
present to the Court of Appeal, who, until their recent decision given in 
Watson v. Petts (at present reported only in 43 Soxicrrors’ Journat 27, 
and 48 W. R. 68), had not only decided the question of whether an appeal 
should be granted, but had invariably heard appeals of this character. In 
IVatson v. Petts the Court of Appeal had decided that ‘f leave to appeal were 
necessary under section 1 of the Judicature Act, 1894, an application for 
leave should in future be made tothe Divisional Court. Section 1 of the Act 
of 1894 enactcd that no appeal should lie without leave of a judge or of 
the Court of Appeal from any interlocutory order or any interlocutory 
judgment made or given by a judge except in certain specified cases, 
which he submitted did not include the present application. By sub- 
section 4 every appeal in ‘‘ matters of practice and procedure shall be to 
the Court of Appeal,” and the Court of Appeal had decided that the 
“Court of Appeal’’ referred to the tribunal that would hear the appeal 
in due course. It then became necessary to decide whether the appeal in 
question was one that should be heard by the Divisional Court or by the 
Court of Appeal. Sub-section 5 directed ‘‘ that in all cases where there 
is a right of appeal to the High Court from any court or person the appeal 
shall be heard and determined by a Divisional Court, and the 
determination by the Divisional Court shall b3 final, unless leave 
to appeal be given by that court or by the Court of Appeal. By sub- 
section 6, an application for leave to appeal might be made ex parte. 
[Wizis, J.—We think that the Court of Appeal have rightly decided that 
leave to appeal, if leave is required, should in future be made to a 
Divisional Court. Why do you say that this is not a matter in which leave 


















one which he had no jurisdiction to hear and determine was ** matter 
of practice and procedure ’’ within the first section of the Judicature Act, 
1894. That was the point that Watson v. Petts decided for the first time. 
He cited also Hall v. Launspach (1898, 1 Q.B. 513). [Bruce, J.—I am 
inclined to agree with you. But how do you get over the words, ‘‘ No 
appeal shall lie without leave from any interlocutory order.” Do you say 
this order is not interlocutory ?] The order might or might not be inter- 
locutory. In Sa/aman v. Warner (1891, 1 Q.B. 734) the court held that an order 
for the dismiesal of an action as frivolous was interlocutory and not final, 
since the proceedings, if decided in favour of the plaintiff, would allow the 
action to goon. Ifthe order did not refer to a matter of practice and 
procedure then counsel submitted that the question of whether the order 
was interlocutory or final was immaterial so far as the question of 
appealing from it was concerned. 

HE Court (Wits and Bruce, JJ.) intimated that on the authority of 
Watson v. Petts, which decided that a writ of prohibition to a county court 
was not a matter of practice and procedure within the Act, leave to appeal 
against a refusal of a judge at chambers to make Such an order, was no 
longer required. The present application, however, was also for extension 
of time—the order appealed against having been made on the 28th of 
November—and, having been made ex parte, the extension of time asked for 
could not be granted in the absence of the other ride. Leave to serve the 
other side with such notice would be granted and this application, so far 

ie meé uld stand adjourned for apat 
purpose.—Counsex, M, R. Emanuel. Boricrron, Emanuel, Round, § Nathan. 
[Repurted by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


MERCANTILE BANK OF LONDON v. EVANS. Bruce, J. 3rd Dec, 


AssIGNMENT or Cyosz 1x Action—Sum Payante Fovurrren Days arrer 
Demanp — Notice or AssIGNMENT—JUDICATURE Act, 1873 (36 & 387 
Vicr. c. 66) s. 25, sun-sEcTIon 6. 


Action tried before Bruce, J. The plaintiffs claimed a sum of £100 as 
assignees of one Vansittart. The facts were as follows. In 1897 Vansittart 
proposed to form a company for acquiring a certain business. With this 
view he entered into an agreement dated the Ist of June, 1897, with the 
defendant and other ‘‘ subscribers’? under which each subscriber was 
to contribute the amaunt set opposite to his name in the schedule 
towards forming a fund of £1,009 for defraying the promotion 
expenses of the company; the sum set opposite to the defendant's 
name was £100. Each subscriber agreed to pay his contribution 
or so much thereof as he might be required to contribute within 
fourteen days after being called upon to do so. On the 3rd of June 
Vansittart obtained from the plaintiff bank a credit of £200, and handed 
to the bank the agreement above mentioned, together with a document 
directed to the bank and signed and sealed by Vansittart, in the terms 
following: ‘‘ In consideration of your placing to my credit £200 I hereby 
assign to you the whole of my rights and interest under the agreement of 
the Ist of June as security for the repayment on demand of the said sum 
of £200 and any further sums that you may hereafter advance to me, and 
I hereby appoint you my nominee in pursuance of the provisions of the 
said agreement, with power to exercise all my rights thereunder either in 
my name or your own, and I hereby appoint you my irrevocable attorney 
in that behalf.’’ On subsequent a in June, 1897, the plaintiff bank 
advanced further sums to Vansit ‘or the promotion expenses, the total 
sum advanced being £500. The proposed company never went to allotment. / 
On (he -1tth of January, 1898, the bank sent notice to the several | 
subscribers that they had made advances to Vansittart, and a few days) 
afterwards the defendant was informed that the amount so advanced | 
was £500. On the 18th of March, 1898, the solicitors acting for the bank || 
gave the defendant notice to pay to the plaintiff bank, the assignees of | 
the agreement, within fourteen days, the sum of £100, being the amount), 
set opposite his name in the said agreement. This action was brought to’! 
enforce this claim. 

Bruce, J., in the course of a considered judgment, after stating the 
facts, said: The bank seeks to recover this amount as the assignee of a 
legal chose in action by virtue of the 6th sub-section of section 25 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873. The defendant contended that as there was no 
debt, or indeed any liability to pay, on the part of the defendant and the 
other subscribers prior to the expiration of fourteen days from the service 
of the notice of the 18th of March, 1898, there was no legal chose in action 
capable of being assigned by the document of the 3rd of June, 1897. In 
the case of Walker v. Bradford Old Bank (12 Q. B. D. 511) the same 
argument was raised, and the answer was given by A. L. Smith, J. In 
the course of his judgment, he said: ‘‘It seems to me that the cases of 
Brice v. Bannister (3 Q. B. D. 569, 575) and of Buck v. Robson (3 Q. B. D. 
686) decide that, if an accruing debt arising out of contract be assigned, 
though not due at the date of assignment, such ignment satisfies the 
provisions of sub-section 6 of section 25 of the Act of 1873.’’ In that 
case the subject-matter of the assignment was all moneys now or hereafter 
to be standing to the credit of the assignor in the books of the bank. It 
was held that there was an obligation or contract on the part of the 
bank arising out of the relation existing between banker and customer 
to pay over on demand to the customer, the assignor, all moneys 
standing to his credit. There was, therefore, an accruing debt arising 
out of contract which was a of being ——< prior to any 
demand being made upon the for payment. In the present case, the 
money was not payable by the defendant or the other subscribers to the 
agreement upon demand, but fourteen days after demand. Does that 
make any difference in principle? I think it does not. At the date of the 
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Vansittart the respective sums of money set opposite their respective 
names upon fourteen days’ notice being given; and that was, I think, as 
much a legal chose in action—a right capable of being enforced by action 
by Vansittart—as an obligation to pay upon demand. If a demand is 
a condition precedent to the enforcement of a debt accruing under 
contract, I cannot see that it makes any difference in principle whether 
the debt by the terms of the contract becomes due immediately upon 
demand or one day after or fourteen days after demand. Another 
point taken by the defendant was that no notice of demand has 
been given by Vansittart, and that it is not until after the assignment 
of the contract that the notice of demand was given by the plaintiff, 
the assignee. But, in my view, it is sufficient that the requisite 
notice was given on behalf of the plaintiff bank before action. That 
point was decided in the case I have already referred to, Walker v. 
Bradford Old Bani:. In that case the notice was not given until after 
the death of the assignor, yet the notice was held to be valid and operative. 
I kave not overlooked the case of Durham vy. Robertson (1898, 1 Q. B. 765), 
and the observations of Chitty, L.J., on the decision of Lord Coleridge, 
C.J., in Brice v. Bannister. The observations of the learned Lord Justice 
seem to ke directed mainly to the particular form of the document, which 
in Price v. Bannister was treated as an assignment. Those observations do 
not seem to me to apply to the assignment in the present case, which was 
clearly an assignment of the whole of Vansittart’s rights and interest 
under the agreement. Certainly there is nothing in the decision of the 
Court of Appeal which can be regarded as over-ruling or in any way 
impeaching the decision of the Queen’s Bench Division in Walker v. Biad- 
ford Old Bank, which seems to me to govern the main points raised in the 
present case. I must give judgment for the plaintiffs for the amount 
ciaimed.—CovunseL, Rufus Isaacs, Q.C., and F. Dodd; Kemp, Q.C., and 
Montagu Lush, Soxscrrors, Down § Miller ; J. Northouse Kesham, 


{Reported by T, R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. 


Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re HEATH, PARKER, & BRETT (Solicitors), ©.A.No, 2. 22nd, 24th, 
and 25th Nov., 3rd Dec. 


Sonrcrrorn axnp Crrent—Brtt or Costs—Payment ny CLient on Account 
or Bua—Paymentr to Manacine Cierk or Soricrror ny Curave Pay- 
ARLE TO THE CLERK—Prestmption or Facr—Bunrpen or Proor, 


This was an appeal from a decision of North, J., who had decided that 
certain cheques given by Mr. Alfred Aaron Marks to one Joseph, a 
managing clerk of Messrs Heath, Parker, & Brett, solicitors of the 
Supreme Court, were not proved t> have been given and could 
not be treated as having been given by way of payment to the 
firm. Messrs. Heath, Parker, & Brett had acted as solicitors for 
Mr. Marks in certain litigious business. It was stated that Marks had 
given to Joseph, on account of the firm’s bill of costs, certain cheques 
drawn payable to Joseph. Joseph had cashed the cheques, but had never 
accounted to the firm for the money. On the taxation of the firm’s bill 
of costs the question arose whether those cheques were to be treated as 
payments to the firm on account of their bill, or as simply payments to 
Joseph on his own account. The matter came before North, J., on a 
summons to review the taxation. There was a great conflict of evidence 
as to Joseph’s authority, and North, J., declared that he did not know 
whom to believe. Inthe end the learned judge decided that owing to the 
form in which the cheques were drawn the presumption was that they 
were merely payments to Joseph on his own account and that this pre- 
sumption had not been displaced. Marks appealed. The appeal was 
argued on the 22nd, 24th, and 25th of November, 1898, and judgment 
was reserved. The reserved judgment was delivered on the 38rd of 
December, 1893. 

Tur Court (Lrxprey, M.R., and Currry and Vavenan Wittiams, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Linptey, M.R., read the following judgment: The question in this case 
is whether certain cheques given by Marks to Joseph, who was a managing 
clerk to a firm of solicitors (Ileath, Parker, & Brett), are to be treated as 
having been given to the firm. Joseph says they were not given to him 
for the firm; Marks says they were. The cheques have all been paid and 
Joseph has had the money. Mr. Brett says that his firm knew nothing 
about the cheques, and it isclear that the firm have not had the money paid 
to Joseph on accovnt of these. Joseph says that Marks agreed to give 
bim £500 for his own personal trouble in attending and giving his whole 
time to a very long and troublesome investigation of accounts in a litiga- 
tion with one Roberts which the firm were conducting for Marks. Marks 
denies this entirely. Joseph was himself a solicitor. Marks says he 
believed him to be a partner in the firm which Marks employed to act for 
him. I see no reason to doubt this, and it greatly strengthens the proba- 
bility of Marks’s story that the cheques were given to Joseph for the 
firm and for work done by the firm through their clerk Jozeph 
for him. Unfortunately the conflict of evidence between Marks 
and Joseph is such, and the statements made by each in his affidavits 
and cross-examination are in many respects so different, that North, J., 
did not know which to believe. Neither do I, although I have studied 
the evidence with great care. Under these circumstances the only mode 
of dealing with the case is to look atthe cheques and see what light they 
throw on it. They are fourin number. None of them are payable to the 
firm. ‘Two of them are payable to Joseph or bearer, and two to Joseph or 
order. They are in Joseph’s handwriting. Marks gave Joseph other 
cheques payable to the firm (some to bearer and some to order), and these 
were also in Joceph’s handwriting. The cheques drawn in favour of the 
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firm were all paid to the firm, and no question arises about them. But the 
existence of two sets of cheques is remarkable, and as between Marks ang 
the firm it is for Marks to prove that those made payable to Joseph werg 
given to Joseph for or on behalf of the firm. This Marks has failed tg 
do. This was North, J.’s, view, and it is the only conclusion which I cay 
judicially arrive at. It was contended that as all the cheques were 
cashed we ought to treat the cheques as so much cash paid to Joseph, and 
reliance was placed on the judgments of Cockburn, C.J., and Blackbum, 
J., in Bridges v. Garrett (18 W. R. 815, L. R.5 C. P. 451, see pp. 454-6). But 
if payment had been made to Joseph in cash, still the question 
would have arisen whether the cash was paid to Joseph for the 
firm or on some other account. Cash would throw no light on this 
question. The form of the cheques, however, throws so much light on it 
as to render it necessary for Marks to shew that the cheques were given to 
Joseph for the firm and to rebut the inference arising from their form and 
from the other series of cheques. That inference is that the cheques in 
question were not given to Joseph for the firm (see Hogarth v. Wherley, 
L. R. 10 C. P. 630). The passages cited from the judgments in Pridges y, 
Garrett do not become applicable until this difficulty is got over. The 
appeal, therefore, must be dismissed with costs. I desire, however, to 
add that I entirely concur with North, J., in thinking that the facts of 
this case ought to be broughi to the attention of the Incorporated Law 
Society. For if solicitors allow their clerks to make such bargains ag 
Joseph swears was made by Marks, it is plain that clients may be entrapped 
into paying twice over for the same services. 

Currry and Vaveuan Wiis, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect.—CounseL, Horace Avory and Edwardes Jones; R. M. Bray, Q.C., and 
E. W. Hansell. Soxtcrrons, Chester § Sons; Heath, Parker, §& Brett. 

[Reported by R. C, Mackxenzin, Barrister-at-Law. } 


LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following circular has been issued by the Council to members of 
the society :— 

“ Dear Sir,— 

‘*Recisten or Properties, Securities, &c. 

‘‘T beg toinform you that the Council have decided to endeavour to 
increase the number of entries on the Property and Securities’ Register, 
established in the year 1888, and with this object again to issue the list of 
entries free to members of the society every month, commencing in 
January next, and to allow practising solicitors who are not members of 
the society to make entries, and to use the register on certain terms. 

‘*Tn addition to the existing registers, a Register of Partnerships and 
Partners Wanted will be opened. 

‘*T may say that during the five years ending in March, 1893, while the 
list was sent free to members, £821,650 of money required on mortgage is 
believed to have been obtained by means of the register, and £1,118,0% 
at least of money for investment on mortgage is believed to have been 
lent by the same means. There is no record of the value of properties 
sold or purchased by the same means; but it must have been very 
large. Notwithstanding this satisfactory state of affairs, the Council wer 
compelled, in the year 1893, to abandon the issue of the monthly list free 
to members, inasmuch as it was found that the expenditure on the 
registry largely exceeded the receipts. Consequently it became necessary 
that the free issue of the list should be suspended. This course resulted 
in a balance of receipts and expenditure, but at the same time it 
materially affected the value of the register as a means of transacting 
business. 

‘“*The Council hope that you will support them in endeavouring to 
revive and extend the register, and, with that object, that you wiil not 
only make entries upon it, but will take care to withdraw such entries 
when the desired transaction is arranged. I enclose a copy of the regula 
tions relating to entries. 

‘‘T may call your attention to the fact that by completing transactions 
by means of the registry, solicitors can earn the statutory negotiation fee 
in cases to which it is applicable, including transactions affecting land 
registered under the Land Transfer Acts. 

‘*Tn cases in which more than one member of a firm is a member of the 
society, it would serve to reduce the expense of postage if it could k 
arranged that only one copy of the list should be sent, and I enclose a 
form applicable to that state of affairs. 

“E. W. Wiiu1amson, Secretary.” 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 

November 28.—Mr. Yates in the chair.—Mr. C. Kains-Jackson moved: 
‘That vigorous action should be taken by the State against the ‘ Peculiar 
People’ to prevent injurious results from the latter’s fanatical ideas.” 
Mr. Neville Tebbutt opposed, and the debate was continued by Mesers 
Tinford, Davey, Hubbard, Edwards, Richardson, and Kirby. Mr. Kaine 
Jackson replied, and the motion, on being put to the meeting, wa 
carried. 

December 5.—Mr. J. R. Yates in the chair.—Mr. J. W. Weigall moved: 
‘That the case of Ite Olympia (Limited) was wrongly decided.” Mr. & 
Richardson opposed, and the debate was continued by Messrs. Tebbuth 
Davey, Woodcock, Galbraith, Edwards, and Ricardo, and Mr. Weigall 
replied. The motion was carried by the casting vote of the acting chaift 
man, Mr. W. J. Boycott, 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 

Brutincpam Law Srupents’ Socrery.—Nov. 29.—Mr. T. Edward Silvester 
presided.—A discussion took place on the following moot point: ‘‘ That 
this society disapproves of that section of the judgment of the House of 
Lords in the case of Boulter v. The Justices of Kent which decides ‘That a 
bench of licensing magistrates does not constitute a court of summary 
jurisdiction.’’’ The speakers in the affirmative were Messrs. A. H. McBean, 
F. H. Argyle, and H. Eaden, and in the negative Messrs. T. Priest, 
C. Rogers, C. H. Smith, J. W. Hallam, and 8. H. Jarvis. Tae motion was 
decided in the negative by eleven votes to one. 

Dec. 6.—-Mr. Robert Nobles, barrister, delivered his fourth lecture on 
“The Law of Libel and Slander ’’ to the members of the society in the 
Law Library. At the conclusion of the lecture Mr. A. H. McBean (hon. 
sec.) proposed a very hearty vote of thanks to Mr. Noble for the course of 
lectures he had just concluded, and congratulated him on the large 
attendances of members at the lectures. The vote of thanks was seconded 
by Mr. H. Eaden and carried unanimously. 

Law Srvpents’ Denattnc Socrery.—Nov. 29.—Chairman, Mr. 
Alfred Hildesheimer.—The subject for debate was: ‘ That the present 
restrictions on opening places of public amusement on Sunday be 
removed.’’ Mr. William Wilde opened in the affirmative ; Mr. Baliol E. 
Scott opened in the negative. The following members also spoke: In the 
aflirmative, Messre. C. A. Anderson, J. J. Edwards, J. Harry Jones, 
Neville Tebbutt, P. M. C. Hart; in the negative, Messrs. P. 8. Solomons, 
A. a Adams, W. E. Chapman, A. Hair. The motion was lost by one 
vote. 

Dec. 6.—Chairman, Mr, Neville Tebbutt.—The subject for debate was : 
“That the case of Calcott and Elvin’s Contract (1898, 2 Ch. 460) was wrongly 
decided.””’ Mr. C, H. L. Alder opened in the affirmative; Mr. I. i. 
Stevens eeconded in the affirmative. Mr. J. J. Edwards opened in the 
negative; Mr. A. W. Watson seconded in the negative. The following 
members also spoke: In the affirmative—Mr. H. C. Geare; in the nega- 
tive—Messrs. O. A. Anderson, W. E. Singleton, and W. E. ‘Tyldesiey 


, Jones. The motion was lost by eight votes. 


Leeps Law Srvupents’ Socrery.—Nov. 28.—Mr. G. Whittington, solicitor, 
presiding.—The question for debate was: ‘‘ A. signe judgment and issues 
execution for £150 and costs against B. When the sheriff enters, B. goes 
to A. and offers £100 and costs down, with balance in two months, if he 
will withdraw the bailiffs. A. accepts the £100 and withdraws the bailiffs. 
Within fourteen days B. becomes bankrupt. Can the official receiver 
claim the £100 so paid to A.?”’ Mr. R. O. Jones argued for the aftirma- 
tive. Mr. J. B. Clarke argued for the negative. Messrs. L. Ramsden and 
G. F. Broughton followed in the affirmative and negative respectively. 
On the debate being thrown open the following members also spoke : 
Messrs. Hardwick, Dent, and Masser. After a very careful summing-up 
by the chairman, a vote was taken, and the question was decided in the 
negative by a majority of one. A hearty vote of thanks to the chairman 
concluded the meeting. 

Dec. 5.—Mr. Charles Scriven, solicitor, presiding.—Mr. Perks, barrister- 
at-law, delivered the last of his series of lectures on ‘‘ The Law of Real Pro- 
perty.”” He dealt at length with the Land Transfer Act, 1897. At the 
close of the lecture a vote of thanks to both Mr. Perks and Mr. Scriven 
was proposed by Mr. Clarke and seconded by Mr. London. 


LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. W. E. Bau, LL.D., Mr. T. M. Srevens, D.O.L., Mr. Gwyxnz 
Hatt, M.A., and Mr. Crort Waxsu, B.A., four of the barristers of Gray’s- 
inh, have been appointed Members of the Joint Board of Examiners for 
ns the Examination of Candidates previous to admission at an Inn 

ourt. 





GENERAL. 

The Home Secretary has replied to an application of the Northampton- 
shire magistrates in quarter sessions, sanctioning a charge of 2s. for each 
vaccination exemption certificate, including the fee for oath or aflirmation. 
In some parts of Northamptonshire, however, the divisional magistrates 
have charged only Is. inclusive, and even then have made reductions in 
the case of large families. 


An amusing magisterial blunder, says the Daily News, was made ata 
recent sitting of the justices at Gainsborough. A negro as dark as ebony, 
and rejoicing in the name of York Crockett, was before the court ona 
charge of assault, and elected to give evidence on his own behalf. He was 
— to be sworn, and the chairman seeing a dark hand stretched out for 
_ Testament, promptly exclaimed ‘‘ Take off your glove.’’ ‘That is his 

d,”’ remarked the clerk. The chairman bowed his head over the desk, 
and the court roared. 


In consequence of the illness of Sir Francis Jeune, it is anticipated that 
Mat few further probate or divorce cases will be tried before Christmas, as 
t. Justice Barnes has arranged to proceed with the hearing of Admiralty 
Peg up to the end of the sittings. Should he have a spare day or two at 
ain time it is understood that he will take some cases in the probate and 
vorce list. The court is, however, well abreast of these cases, and a 


supplementary list of twelve probate and divorce cases has just been issued, 
but it is not at all probable that they can be tried before January next. 


The Lord Chief Justice upon approaching his list in the Queen’s Bench 
Division on Thursday, found, says the Pall Mall Gazette, that in several of 
the cases entered there was no appearance, whereupon he said he wished to 
call public attention to the frequent occurrence of this state of thirigs in 
proceedings at nisi prius. It constantly happened that neither of the 
parties to the suit, nor the solicitors, nor the witnesses, nor anyone with 
information in the matter was in attendance when a case was calletl on. 
At least a solicitor engaged in the action might put himself rapidly in 
communication with those whose presence was required. Tne Lord Chief 
Justice pointed out that under a rule a solicitor was personally liable to pay 
the costs if he failed to attend or to be represented by some proper person. 
He thought that that very proper rule would have to be enforced if the 
present state of things continued. 


A peculiar case, says the Zimes, came before Mr. Athawes, the stipendiary 
magistrate at Chatham, last week, when Private Henry Buss, of the Royal 
West Kent Regiment, was summoned for driving a horse and cart without 
alight. The police evidence shewed that the defendant was in charge of 
a horse and cart at a quarter to eight in the evening without a light being 
attached to the vehicle. Defendant stated that he was simply complying 
with the orders of the officer in charge of the regiment. Sergeant Rickle- 
ston stated that the Government did not provide lamps for the carts. The 
magistrate.—Then you must put temporary lights on. Witness.—We are 
not allowed to doso. Itis against military law. The magistrate said the 
Army must obey the law in the streets in the same way as anybody else. 
Defendant would be fined 5s. and 10s. costs, but if what was stated was 
true the money ought to be paid by somebody else. 


At York, on the Ist inst., says the Times, Mr. Justice Darling, on 
taking his seat on the bench, referred to the case of George Stoner, who 
was on Wednesday sentenced to death for the wilful murder of Emily 
Hall at Hull on the 23rd of July. Addressing Mr. Mellor, who, with Mr. 
Felix Palmer, had defended the prisoner, his lordship said, ‘‘ As I promised 
yesterday, I will tell you my view of the point you raised in the case of the 
Queen against Stoner. When, after I had summed up, the jury came into 
court and said, in answer to the question whether they were agreed upon 
their verdict, ‘Guilty of.doing grievous bodily harm, without premedita- 
tion of death,’ I could not accept that finding as a verdict, because it 
could not be so entered upon the indictment for murder. Nor did I feel at 
liberty—though you invited me todo so—to interpret that finding asa 
verdict either for or against the prisoner, for I hold that he was entitled 
to have the jury declare him, in terms, guilty or not guilty upon the 
indictment. { therefore sent them back with that direction. In strict 
logic I think that what they had said implied a verdict of guilty of murder. 
The words ‘ without premeditation of death’ had no effect in law, whereas 
the finding, ‘ guilty of doing grievous bodily harm’ implies the intent to 
do it, because a man is primd facie understood to mean what he actively 
does. There was, therefore, a felonious act, and, if death ensued, a 
murder. Nevertheless, I sent the jury back with a direction which— 
should they so apply it to the facts as they might yet have found them— 
admitted of a verdict of manslaughter. As the jury accompanied the 
verdict of wilful murder—which they ultimately found—with a recom- 
mendation to mercy, I shall, in forwarding that recommendation to the 
Home Secretary, accompany it with their finding that the prisoner did 
what he did ‘ without premeditation of death.’ ”’ 


At York assizes last week William Baxter, farmer, and Timothy Cattle, 
general dealer, severally pleaded guilty before Mr. Milvain, Q.C., Recorder 
of Bradford, sitting as Commissioner, to having committed wilful and 
corrupt perjury at York Castle on the 22nd of October. Mr. Yarborough 
Anderson prosecuted in both cases, and the prisoner Baxter was repre- 
sented by Mr. Vernon Wragge. It was stated that Baxter had been 
charged before the magistrates with trespassing upon certain land in the 
pursuit of game. Evidence having been offered in support of the charge, 
Baxter, taking advantage of the recent Act, gave evidence on oath, on his 
own behalf, and set up an a/idi stating that at the time he was at Cattle’s 
house in York, some miles distant from the land in question, and that he 
spent the night there. Cattle also gave evidence in support of Baxter’s 
statement. Mr. Wragge, in addressing the court in mitigation of punish- 
ment, said that Baxter was a married man with a large family whom he 
was bringing up well, and the offence with which he was charged before 
the magistrates — going on to his neighbour’s land and shooting four 
partridges which had risen on his own land—was not a very serious one. 
In passing sentence the learned judge said that Baxter had not only 
committed perjury himself, but had also suborned a witness for the 
purpose of corroborating him. He could not regard the fact of a criminal 
going into the witness box and committing perjury as a trivial offence. So 
far as Cattle was concerned, he had shewn himself prepared to give 
evidence at the request of a companion, The learned judge said he could 
make no distinction between the two cases, and sentenced each of the 
prisoners to four months’ imprisonment with hard labour. Mr. Wragge, 
during the progress of the case, stated that this was probably the first 
prosecution for perjury of any person charged with an offence who had 
given evidence on his own behalf under the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898. 


-. 








WaArnino To rnt2enpIna Hovse Purcuasgrs anp Lessxrs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary amy arma thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 
bros., 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 





particulars. (Established 21 years.) —[Apvr.] 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota oF Registrars 1" ATTENDANCE ON 


APPEAL Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 


+ 
Date. No. 2. Norra. STIRLING. 
RRA, TIOG: . icavevsernssens 12 Mr. Carrington Mr. Church Mr. Jackson 
Tuesday eeouceiessae Lavie King Pemberton 
Wednesday civvndaie Carrington Church Jackeon 
Thursday EE Lavie King Pemberton 
MIE «., cocevieusevessousvnauentceD Carrington Church Jackson 
Dc cacctzisavedeysvacesacel4 Lavie King Pemberton 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
KexEwIcn. Romer. Byrse. 
Monday, Dec Mr. Godfrey Mr. Pugh Mr. Gresswell 
Tuesday ' - Leach Beal Farmer 
Wednesday............ Godfrey Pugh Gresswell 
Thursday : Leach Beal Farmer 
a Godfrey Pugh Gresswell 
Saturday...... Leach Beal Farmer 





THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

Dec. 15.—Messrs. H. . Fosrer & ¢ 
REVER3IONS 

To One-eleventh Share of a Trust Fond represented by £1,000 2} per Cent, 
Consols ; lady aged 78. solicitor, W. J. Bruty, Esq , London 

To One-seventh of One-third of £9,800 Consols; gentleman aged 65, provided 
lady aged 39 survive him; with policy. Solicitors, Messrs. Colyer & Colyer, 
London. 

To One-third of a Trust Estate in Railway Stock, value £4,300; lady aged 52, 
Solicitors, Messis. Kingsford, Dorman, & Co., London. 

To One-third of Trust Funds, India 3} per Cent. Stock and Mortgage on Freehold 
l’coperty. value £8,000; lady aged 77. Solicitors, Messrs. Clayton, foas, & 
Fargus, London 

To Four-fifths of a Trust Estate represented by £5,000 on Mortgage; lady aged 76. 
Also to One-eighth of One-third of a Trust Fund, value £15,161. on Mortgage 
and Freeholds; lady aged 70. Solicitors, Messrs. Haddelsey & Sons, Caistor; 
ind Messrs. Wilson, Wallis, & Co., London. 

To One-tenth Share of a Trust Estate, value £32,440, Cash in Bank and on Mort- 
gaze; lady aged 71. Solicitor, F, W. Justice Ford, Esq., Brighton. 

To One-fourth of a Trust Estate, Railway Stocks and Frecholds, value £4,626; 

entleman aged 63. Solicitor, W. B. Styer, Esq., London. 
POLICIES : 

For £5,000, £2,500, £2,000, £2,000, 10,000 dols., 5,000 dols., £1,000, £1,000, £1,000 
£1,000, £1,000, £500, £500, £500, £300. Solicitors as per list attached to 
advertisements. 

SHARES: 

In Queen Anne Mansions Co., Damaraland Guano Co., Barrett & Elers, Baron 

Cigarette Machine Co., J. Casse & Fils, and Lidstone, Limited. 
(See advertisements, this weck, back page. ) 

Dec. 14 and 15.—Messra. Taytor & Co., at the Mart, a valuable collection of about 400 
high-class modern Pictures, including work by Solomou J. Solomon, A.R A., entitled 
**‘the Market, Tangiers”; also tine works by Frederick Goodall, R.A., Yeend King, 
R.1., A. J. Elsey, Fred Morgan, Watt Cafe, Delapoer Downing, W. A. Breakspeare, 
Shirley Fox, and others. (See advertisements, this wee, p. 3.) 

RESULT OF SALE. 

Messrs. C. C. & T. Moone sold on Thursday last, at the Mart, the estate of the late Mr. 
G. J, Jennings, which consisted of Ground-Rents on East End property, for £5,995; the 
“Crown” Beerhouse, Alderney-road, Mile End, for £1,850; the Leaseholds, Nos. 185, 
187, 189, and 191, Bow-road, for £1,130. Total, £7,515. 


ANFIELD, at the Mart, at 2: 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitep 1x CHanogry. 
Harte-Ports & Co, Limrrep (1x Liguipatioy)—Creditors are required, on or befor. 
: 41Q : tors ¢ 1 ’ fore Jan 
20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
James Dipper, 110, Cannon st. Whadcoat, 110, Cannon st, solor to liquidator : 
Hispiey Saw Mi Ls Co, Limirep (ix Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 23, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims 
to Charles Holt, Springs Branch, Wigan. Hopwood, Wigan, solor ; 
ILLS, Hunrer, & Wittso0n, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 30, directed 
to be heard on Dec 14. Syrett, 45, Finsbury pvmt, solor for petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 13 
@atvation Army Buitpina Associatios, Limirep (in Liquiparioy) — Creditors aye 
po rege nati nes ba: —s" to send their names and addresses, and particulars 
of their claims, to Joseph Kitchin and William Allen Harding, Lond idve : 
at King William st a 
ANITATION Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 17, to send thei 
; ° e ° eir 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, t g' > 
7 and 8, Idol lane > Ss Somes, 
Srrerroy & Co, Limitgy—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 2, to send i i 
) » L , itors ¢ , Jan 2, in particulars 
of claims to Walter Edgar Fowkes, 83, Colmore row. Smith, 8, Wate irmins 
ham, solor for liquidator es ey 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Frignpiy AND Unirep Society or Mey, Chudleigh Knighton, Devon. Nov 19 
Friexpiy Sociery or Womes, Holsworthy, Devon. Nov 19 i ; ssl 
- a AM — ipeNt Society, Limitep, Fritham, Southampton. Noy 21 
ENERAL aveLock Loper, British Usirep Orper or Opp Fretiows 
Durham. Novy 21 - aes See 
Prov IDENCE Green Frienoiy Society, Green Hammerton, Yorks, Nov 19 
“~~ Bi amnoc K, AND TuisTLEe LopGr, Axcient Free Garvenens, South Shields, Durham 
ov 2 , ; 





London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 6, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1x CHancery. 


Arricas Exrroration of Westratra, Limirep—Petn for winding u 5 

r : me * 7 g up, presented 5. 

directed to be heard on Dec 14. Swain, 36, Coleman st, solor for oon. Notice of 

qoeing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
Cc de 


Craremont Crete Mayvuractuntna Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on efore 
Jan 9, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts bad 


—= 


to Arthur Francis Whinney, 8, Old Jewry. Beal & Payne, 22, Budge row, solors for 
liquidator 

Sromseen Swiamine Barus, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 12, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Willism 
Phillips Tomes, 17, Devonshire chmbrs, Bishopsgate st Without 

Guore ExectnicaL Apvexrisinc Synpicats, Limirep — Creditors are required, on or 
before Jan 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Thomas Charles Leman, St. Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham. Green € 
Williams, Nottingham, solors to liquidator 

H. Water & Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 14, to send in their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Henry 
Russell, 1, Fennel st, Manchester. Innes, Manchester, solor for liquidator 

Jersey Lity Go_p Mixes, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 30, directed tp 
be heard on Dec 14. Ashurst & Co, 17, Throgmorton avenue, solors to petners. Noticg 
of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternogg 
of Dec 13 

Joun Lake & Sox, Liuirgp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 21, to send they 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Henry 
Sampson, Truro. Marrack & Co, Truro, solors to liquidator 

Joun Roserts Biiiiarp Co, Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or before Thursday, Jag 
19, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, ta 
Claude Frederick Shoolbred, 34, King st, Cheapside. Roscoe & Hincks, 23, Christopher 
st, Finsbury sq, solors for liquidator 

Ma.poy Prorerty Purcuase Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 3, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, t 
John Granger Sadd, Maldon, Essex. Bird, Maldon, solor to liquidator 

Manyesman Tuse Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 1, directed to be 
heard Dec 14. Campion & Co, 9) and 91, Queen st, solora for the petners. Notice of 
spouses must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

13 


ManyesmMann Tune Co, Limirep anp Repvcep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 3, 
directed to be heard Dec 14. Budd & Co, 24, Austin Friars, solors to the petnenm, 
Notice of 7 must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of 13 

Suxzen Hovsr, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 14, to send their name 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward James Jones, 4, 
The Vineyard, Richmond. Bartlett, 18, New Bridge st, solor to the liquidator 

Tuomas Fioyp & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 30, directed to be 
heard on Dec 14. Phillips & Co, 27, Nicholas lane, solors for petner. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


Dee 13 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Asnover Co-orerative InpustriaL AND Proyvipent Society, Limirev, Ashover, Derby 
Nov 24 
Cray Cross Unitep Orpen or Foresters, Clay Cross. Derby 
Lovat Orpver or Unitep Brorugrs Lixcotn Usiry Frigxpiy So 
Micvers Bripce Friexpiy Society, Bootle, Lancs. Nov 29 
Perseverance Lover, Graxp Unsirep Orper or Oop Frttows, Wakefield, Yorks, 
Nov 24 


Nov 21 
1ery, Lincoln Nov 2% 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 8. 
Parsons, Witiiim, Wincanton, Somerset, Dealer in Wood and Coal Dec 6 
and Saunders v Parsons and Rowles, Kekewich, J Hall, Salisbury 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, Nov. 1 
Ausrox, Epwarpv, Bulk, nr Lancaster, Farmer Dec 10 
Preston Oglethorpe, Lancaster 
Licursounp, Tuomas, Lydiate Ormskirk, Lancaster, Miller 
bound, Registrar, Liverpool Thomeon, Liverpool 
Woop, Tuomas, Cark in Cartmel, Lancaster, Farmer Dec 10 
Alexander Pearce, Esq, Preston Poultney, Ulverston 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, Nov. 18. 
Fanrant, Harry Siater, Brighton, Sussex, Gentleman Dec 15 Farrant v Rom 
Stirling, J Goodman, Brighton 
Hampton, Isaac, Kidderminster, Worcester, Maltster Dec 1 
Kekewich, J Morton, Kidderminster . : =v 
Ksicut, Henry, Axminster, Devon Dec20 Knight v Knight, Stirling, J Robins & Cy, 
9, Lincoln’s inn fields 
TurxscLt, Joux, Edmondsley, Durham, Gentleman Dec 15 Turnbull vy Turnbull, 
Registrar, Durham Hargreaves & Joblin, Durham 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 45. 
Last Day or Ciaim. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Nov 25. 
Baur, Exiza, Liverpool Dec 30 Hosking, Liverpool 
Barnes, Isaac, Ashton under Lyne, Licensed Victualler Dec 31 Bromley, Ashton unde 


Parsons 


1, 

Alstoa v Alston, Registrar, 
Dec 10 
Nelson vy Wood and Holt, 


Gilton v Light- 


Hampton v Hamptm, 


Ba .. ,mes, Edgbaston, Birmingham Dec 31 Jagger, Birmingham 

Boxrox, Ricuarp, Droylsden, Lancs, Bleacher Jan6 Sale & Co, Manchester 

Brook, Hannan Amevia, Plymouth Dec 22 Woolcombe & Son, Plymouth 

Burxert, Rev Antuve Bersanp, Dauntsey, Wilts Deo 31 Thorne & Welsford, Grace 


church st ; P 
Besue.s, Joux Buumer, South Shields Dec 23 Scott, jun, South Shields 


Cuacey, Jos Frevenick, Cocking, Sussex, Farmer Dec 31 Perkins, Guildford 
Cunrisroruen, Isapeia Frances, Chiswick Dec 25 Steavenson & Couldwell, Fenchurch # 
CocsweE.L, Ex1zanera, Hulme, Manchester Dec 31 Standring & Co, Rochdale 
| Goon, Epwarp River, Woodford Green, Essex, Soapmaker Jan 5 Clapham &% 





Devonshire sq a: ; 
Cunuirre, Thomas Porren, Manchester, Solicitor Jan 4 Cunliffe & Greg, Manchester 


| Daw sox, Hersert Bens amin, Leiston, Suffolk,Grocer Dec 10 Rackham & Sayer, Norwich 
| Fetuerstoy, Joun, Worcester, Farmer Dec31 Sanders, Bromsgrove 
| Frost, Harry, Wratting, Cambridge Jan14 Eaden & Spearing, Cambridge 

Fry, Hannan, Lee, Kent Jan 2 Walls & Stallard, Old Jewry 
| Georce, Mary, Bath Dec31 Stone Co, Bath 
GoopripcE, Joseru, Richmond, Cook Dec 30 C & E Woodroffe, Eastcheap 
Harter, Josern, Hartley, Kent Jan 31 Nelson & Co, Leeds 
Harrwey, Avstiy, and Mary Harrcexy, Preston Dec 20 Hubberstey, Preston 
Hoiianp, Wiii1Am, Tipton, Stafford, Boiler Maker Jan2 Huff, Dudley 
Horsratyt, Many Jane, Dewsbury, York Nov30 Clay, Dewsbury 
Humenrey, Joun Hersert, Barnes, Baker Jan1 Rooke & Sons, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Hurcurnsoy, Heynizrrs Mania, Wisbech, Cambridge Dec 31 Ollard, Wisbech 
Hurcuissoy, Wittiam, Cambridge Dec 31 Ollard, Wisbech 





iB 


Joyns 
Kay, ¢ 
Lawn! 
LorDa 
Mavei 
Mitcu 
Morro 


Mosto 
Musk: 
Neve! 
News} 
OviTTs 
PuILL! 
RANKE 
Bawui 
Riche? 
Rowen 
Rurré 

] 
Batvia 

( 


Sueioe 
Surru, 


c 
Surrn, 
BrANLE 
SrEVED 

b 
Brone, 
TArsEL 
TENNA 
Tena: 
Towns 

¢ 
Warp, 
Wurrt 
Wire, 
Woovr 
Wort. 
ZiEGER. 

fi 


Bearrs 
Curse 
Curtis, 
Hatt, | 
Hawt, | 
Harris, 
Herron 
Henpy, 
Hovau, 
Kyox, ] 


Lana, 
Cc 


Lowne, 
Marks, 
Maxres 
Mitpay 
Mi.w : 
C 
PARKES 
Puitine 
Piwkwo 
Pinney, 
Sracen, 
Suaw, 1 
LU 
SuAnp, « 
Spirsoy, 
Bix E, 
Sxrrn, 3 
Srarrov 
Stoves, 
Turesns 
Wann 
Wurre, 
Wire, 
Wuirs, | 


N 


Auy AN, 


Betu AM, 
mi 
Bieykiy 
ca 
Boye, v 
Buows, 





808, 


ay 


—= 


, Solors for 


12, to send 
© William 
red, on or 
ir debts or 

Green € 


nd in their 
rge Henry 
directed to 
rs. Notics 
, afternoog 


send thelr 
hn Henry 
rsday, Jan 
' claims, to 
hristopher 


ore Jan @, 
claims, to 
acted to be 
Notice of 
fternoon of 
nted Dec 3, 
he petners, 
ck in the 


heir names 
es Jones, 4, 


ir 
rected to be 


Notice of 
fternoon of 


yver, Derby 


in Nova 
eld, Yorks, 


6 Parson 


Rezistrat, 
om v Light 
1d and Holt, 


ant v Rom 
y Hampton, 
tobins & Co, 
vy Turnbull, 


shton unde 


ford, Grace 


rd 
Fenchurch # 
le 
pham & 


anchester 


yer, Norwict 


on 


inn fields 
ech 





_Dec. 10, 1898. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Io! 


(Vol. 43.] 














Jorns0s, Samvet, Mersham, Kent, Farmer Dec 9 Hallett & Co, 0, Ashford 

Kay, Jonny Cuanrces, Hove, Sussex Dec 25 Ward & Co, Gracechurch st 
Lawnenck, Georce, Rotherhithe, Lighterman Decl4 Keene & Co, Seethiug lane 
Lorpan, Frances Axx, Upper Norwood Dec 31 . Andrew & Co, Gt James st 


Mavowax, Reveen, Gt Driffield, York Dec 21 Seeley & Son, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Mitcuect, Jeux, Leeds, Poultry Dealer Dec 31 Peckover & Scriven, Leeds 
Morro, ‘He wry Tuomas, Belford, Northumberland Dec 23 Cooper & Goodger, 


Newcastle upon Tyne 7 
Morros, Many Susax, Durham Dec 24 Cooper & Goodger, Newcastle upon Tyne 


Muskert, Epwarv, South Lopham, Norfolk Dec 31 Stevens & Co, Norwich 

Nevert, Wituiam James, Highbury New Park Jan 10 Maitland & Co, Knightrider st 

Newsy, WittiaM, Birmingham, Wheelwright Dec 31 Jagger, Birmingham 

Ovirrs, Jutta, New Wanstead, Essex Dec 21 Keene & Co, Seething lane 

Pues, CuAntes, Birmingham Dec 31 Jagger, Birmingham 

Raykes, Pever, Clapham Dec 31 Brown & Co, Abingdon st 

Rawiixsoy, Evia Cxciiia, Battersea Dec 21 Copeman & Cadge, Loddon, Norfolk 

Lechlade, Gloucester Jan2 Mullings & Co, Cirencester 

Dec 24 Samuels & Wright, Manchester 
Asylam, Banstead Dec 25 Jones & 


Arthur Newton & Co, 


Richens, Sanau JANE, 

Rovers, Tuomas Henry 

Rurvert, Joux Gerona, 
Malmesbury ; : 

Batviati, GiuLi0, Regent st, Venetian Glass Manufacturer Jan 1 
Great Marlborough st 

Sueipox, ExizAvernu, Corbridge on Tyne 


, Liverpool 


Lunatic Forrester, 


Dec 31 Long & Gardiner, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Surru, HAnvey Ricuarp Stpvey, Ilford, Essex Dec 31 Harris & Chetham, Finsbury 
circus 

Surrn, Many, Southport Jané6 Radcliffe & Co, Liverpool 

SrANLEY, Jimes Ginss, Worcester Dec19 Harris, Worcester 

Srkvens, Henny Kina, Flitwick, Bedford, Farmer Jan1 Booty & Bayliffe, Raymond 
bid, 


Broxe, We x Heyry, Islington, Tinman Dec 3) C & E Woodroffe, Great Dover st 

Tarseut, Puan Ayn, Ticehurst, Sussex Dec 20 Balcombe, Ticehurst 

Tennant, Groncr, Guiseley, York Dec 31 Newstead & Co, Otley 

Texxant, Many Any, Guiseley, York Dec 31 Newstead & Co, Otley 

Towysenp, Roverr Aubert, Lisle st, Mining Engineer Dec 31 Thorne & Welsford, 
Gracechurch st 

Wanp, Josepn, Thanet, Kent Jan2 Hills, Margate 

Wurre, Grorce Freverick, Upper Sydenham Jan16 Nickinson & Co, Chancery In 

Wiirr, Mary Ayn, Norwich Dec 23 Blyth, Norwich 

Woovrvrr, Epwarp Micuart, Walton le Dale, Lancs Dec 20 Hubberstey, Preston 

Wonrrtey, Rocer James, Runton, Norfolk, Farmer Dec 31 Taylor & Sons, Norwich 


ZizcsEr, iy sucott Exyest, Catherine ct, Seething In Dec 31 Fileder, Lincoln's inn 
fiel 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 29. 
Bearry, Enizy, Islington Dec 25 Smith, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Curest, Henny Samvet, St Peter’s Park Jan 15 Hargreaves, Abingdon st 
Curtis, Freverick Wittiam, Tredegar, Mon, Hotel Keeper Dec 31 Shepard, Tredegar 
Hawt, Exizavetu, Walsall Wood, Stafford Dec 28 Gillespie & Craddock, Walsall 
Hat, Ricsanv, Walsall Wood, Stafford Dec2s Gillespie & Craddock, Walsall 
Harris, James, Redruth, Cornwall Dec 22 Peter, Redruth 
Herronv, George VALENTINE, Rugby Dec 22 Harris & Son, Rugby 
Herypy, Isic, sen, Ashford, Kent, Engineer Dec 31 Norwood, Ashford 
Hovau, Jous, Heaton, nr Bolton Dec 29 Bradbury, Bolton 
Kyox, Many, Liscard, Chester Jani Banks & Co, Liverpool 
Lana, Cuartes Freprenicx, Manchester, Foreign Correspondent Dec 24 Field & 

Cunningham, Manchester 

Louse, Rey Henny Evans, Great Yarmouth Dec 24 Pomeroy & Son, Wymondham 
Marks, Jaco Jan16 Williams, Swansea 
Maxrep, Grorar, St Lawrence Thanet, Kent, Farmer Jan 2 
Mivnayk, Sir Frepericxk Acciom, Thorpe Perrow, York 


b Cones, Swansea 
Daniel, Ramsgate 
» | Jun 16 Burch & Co, Spring 
Minwas p, J Ames Percy Curves, Staten Island, New York, USA Dec 25 Milward & 
Co, Norfolk st 
Parkes, Josian Jonny, Little Clacton, Essex Dec 31 Ward & Co, King st 
Puitinent, JEANNETTE, Upper Brook st Jan10 Tozer & Co, Teignmouth 
Pwkwortu, Joux Hexny, Spalding, Lincoln Dec2l Maples & Son, Spalding 
Pixxey, Witt1am, Somerset Dec81 Evans & Co, Gray’s inn sq 
Sracen, Bensamix, Wolverley, Worcester Jan6 Frederick & Henry Corbett, Worcester 
Suaw, Watrer Scorr, Llandudno, Hotel Proprietor Jan 16 Chamberlain & Johnson, 
Llandudno 
Susur, Jonny Rouxetox, Bath Dec 31 
Soirson, IsapeLLA Grace Briperemay, 
Bixeie, Levi, Bedford Jan 1 
Surru, Many, Southport Jan 6 
Braxgzow, Lucy, Mortimer st 
NES, Mai 


Dowson & Co, Surrey st 
Bilton, Warwick Dec 22 
Jessopp & Son, Bedford 

Radcliffe & Co, Liverpool 
Dec 21 Nash, Arundel st 
ARET, Pleasington, Lancs Dec2! Haworth, Blackburn 


Harris & Son, Rugby 


Turesuen, Joux, Radipole, Dorset Jan1 Andrews & Co, Dorchester 
Wanten, Ayvar, Kilburn Dec 30 Cayford, Kilburn 

Wurre, Eurex Bevan Spi An, Liverpool Dec 3! North & Co, Liverpool 
Wire, Huxny Joux, Southend on Sea Jan7 Ratcliff & Son, Lime st 


Waits, Tuomas, Battersea Jan9 Worrell & Son, Coleman st 


London Gazette.—Fuipay, Dec. 2. 
Atimax, Erten Bansana, Gt Titchfield st Jan 14 Avery &£on, Finsbury pavement 
Betuam, James Dovuy, Buckingham Palace rd, Builder Jan18 Worrell & Son, Cole- 
man at 
Biesxixsor, WiLtiaM 
castle upon ‘Tyne 
Boxe, Wit11Au, Leicester, Box Manufacturer 
Biows, Ep 


Rosert, Newcastle upon Tyne, Butcher Jan5 Gibson, Newe 


Jan16 Neale, Leicester 
Ano Keen,Gt Yarmouth Decl4 Burton & Son, Gt Yarmouth 


Camrsett, Sounersn Tuousos, Gloucester rd Dec 31 Halliley & Stimson, Bedford 
Carry, Rey Avoustus Dosrex, Bawtry, York Jan10 Nisbet & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Carr, Epwaxp Srarrer, High Holborn, Solicitor Jan1 Carr & Scott, High Holborn 
Cot.rer, Jawes Suerneav, Rochdale, Tinplate Worker Jan13 Standring & Co, Roch- 
Cooke Geonor Faxvenick, Norfolk, Solicitor Jan 14 Cooke, Norwich 

Coorrr, Jou, Carlton, Nottingham Dec 28 Wing & Son, Nottingham 

Davies, Mary, Bwichyffrydd, Montgomery Feb 2 Gittins & Taylor, Newtown ms 


iG \Le, Amevia, Ramsgate Jan1 Edwin & Co, Trinity st, Southwark 


Gitt, Axx, Town End, Shelley, York Jan 3 Hall & Co, Huddersfield ; 
Girrins, Exrzanetu Trvutock, Haverstock Hill Jan $81 Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 
Howrray, Henny Epyunp, Bridgnoth, Salop Dec 31 Nicholls & Taylor, Bridgnorth 
Hens, Daniet, Wellington, Salop Jan14 Carrane, Wellington 

Jaques, Euma, Worcester Dec 31 Beale & Co, Birmingham 

Juwent, Henry, Parkham, Devon, Yeoman Feb1 Goaman, Bideford 

Jones, AnNg, Lianfairlathaiarn Dec 31 Bromley, Rhyl 

Jones, Evtxs, Cranborne, Dorset Dec15 Luft, Wimborne Miaster 

JuRGENSON, CunisTiAN, Newcastleupon Tyne, Shipbroker Jani Cooper & Goodger, New- 


Kix ee Brighton, Butcher Jan 11 Boxall, Brighton 

MANAGuan, Exizaneru, Dover Dec 31 Bradley, Dover 

Mays, Hannier Georarxa, Brecon Dec 31 Baker & Co, Cannon st 

Manniorr, Ansie Rows, Highbury Jan 13 Sewell & Co, Old Broad st 

Nicuoias, Caantes Lronanp, Monmouth, Colliery Accountant Jan 1 Edwards, Risca 
Nonrna, Groroz Wittiam, Hammersmith, Provision Dealer Dec 31 Dutton, Churton st 
Pournet, Esture, St Anne’s on the Sea, Lancs Jan3 Woodcock & Sons, Haslingden 
Pomrret, WILLtAM, St Anne’s on the S2a Jan 3 Woodcock & Son, Haslingden 
Revixerox, Cuarces WittiaM, Hundson, Hertford Jan7 Spence & Co, Hertford 
Ruoves, Cuances, Wragley, York, Farmer Jan2 Scholefield & Scholefleld, Hemswoith 
Roverrsos, Witt1aM, Hove, Brighton, Bank Manager Jan13 Millington & Drew, Great 


Winchester st ; 
S,r_MerpiNE, Mary, Rusholme, Manchester Jan2 Rogerson & Sutcliffe, Manchester 


Siirzer, Joux Lupwie, South Kensington Jan 14 Pennington & Bon, 
fields 


Srrrnenson, Many Awy, Bass, Victoria March1 ‘Williams & Matthews, Melbourne 

Taytor, Marrua, Leeds Dec2l Middleton & Sons, Leeds 

Tuorxz, THomas, jun, Plymouth, Haulier Jan 11 Bickle, Plymouth 

Turixe, Gronor Harcuer, Pa@dington, Traveller Dee 20 Nicholls, Cheapside 

Wavswortn, Wiii1Am, Halifax Dee31 Jubb & Co, Halifax 

Wiiuiam Wacuis, Lyth, nr Whitby, Joiner Jan 28 Woodwork & White, Whitby 

Woop, Jons, Levenshulme, nr Manchesier Jan13 Farrar & Co, Manchester 

Woovcock, Evwarp Hoime, Standish, Lanes, Solicitor Dee 31 Woodcock & Co, Wigan 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Dee, 6, 

Apvixry, Grorce, Westbere, nr Canterbury Jan 25 Mowll & Mowill, Canterbury 


Beeman, Wii oy Va.entine, Chastleton, Oxford, Farmer Jan 1 Wells & Son, Pater- 
noster ro 
Brown, Saran, * Bethnal green Jan9 Young & Co, Essex st, Strand 


Bucuanay-Dus or, CuarLes Georce, Yokohama, Japan, Merchant Jan 18 Bridges & 
Co, Red Lion sq 
Buncerss, Hanyan, Nottingham Jan6 Dowson & Wright, Nottingham 


Cayton, Tuomas, Southport, Painter Jan 12 Williams, Southport 

Darnysuire, Mary, Radcliffe, Lancaster Jan18 Clayton & Horsfield, Radcliffe 
Dearven, J4mes, Llandudno, Farmer Jan 19 Henderson, Llandudno 
Duysine, Damier, Twickenham Jan15 Oldman & Co, Old Serjeants’ inn 
Dymoxp, Mary Apranuam, Redland, Bristol Jan5 Sturge, Bristol 

Epwarps, Joseru, Bedford Jan 14 Sharman & Trethewy, Bedford 

Foster, Wittiam, Halifax Janil J E& E H Gill, Halifax 

Fuper, Wittiam Henny Jouy, Bristol Jan9 Alford, Clifton 

Git, Jouy, Aldersgate st Jan 21 Micklem & Hollingworth, Gresham st 
Gitpix, Maniay, Pimlico Jan 14 Palmer & Co, 4, Trafalgar sq 

Harnis, Joun Baker, Manchester, Mason Jan1 Bavan & Co, Bristol 

Hanror, Georce Exisau, Fulham Jan9 Boulton & Co, Northampton sq 
Hexsert, Anya Mania, Upper Helmsley Hall, York Jan7 Evans & Co, Gray's ina sq 
Honson, Sanau Janz, Aston Manor, Warwick Dec 31 Cook, Southport 
Jackson, Soruia, Clapham Dec 31 Stoneham & Sons, Fenchurch st 

Kiva, Joun, Olton, Warwick, Farmer Jan1 Mitchell & Willmot, Birmingham 
Ashburton, Devon Dec 20 Tucker & Son, Ashburton 

McWi iam, James, Bournemouth Jani6 Trevanion & Co, Bournemouth 


Lincola’s ion 


KixewiLt, Any, 


Morris, Avrrep Ricuanp, Farnham, Surrey Jan 31 Boulton & Co, Northampton sq 

Morrimer, Freoenicx, Watford, Herts Jan18 Wright, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Pore, : “y Weynss, Gloucester st, Belgravia Dec 31 Blount & Co, Arundel at, 
tran 


Roperrs, Ronert, Dyserth Hall, nr Rhyl, Farmer Jan 20 Davies, Denbigh 
Ssarru, Pisuzy Taompson, Boston, Liacoln, Chemist Jan 21 Harwood, Boston 


Surro.k ano Berxsnine, Henry — Earl of, Charltgn Park, nr Malmesbury 
Jan7 Jones & Forrester, Malmesbur: 
Sway, Jang, Newcastle upon Tyne Jan 1 Wse J AS Scott, Newcastle upon Tyne 


Vickers, Gexrrupe Louisa, Chester st Jan18 Leonard & Pilditch, New Broa’ st 
Wavvours, Ayx, Banbury Jan 6 Fairfax, Banbury 

Waire, Bexsamiy, Birmingham Jan20 Lee & Russell, Birmingham 

Watroy, Jase, Birmingham Jan7 King &Judlow, Birmingham 

Wuicuer, Ex:, Havant, Hants Jan2 Marvin, Southsea 

Wurrvey, Joux, Aigburth, nr Liverpool Jan16 Collins & Co, Liverpool 

Wi.son, Rovert, Bedford Jané Burchell & Co, Sanctuary, Westminster 

Waricut, Jous, Whalley Range, nr Manchester, Merchant Jan 17 Dixon & Linnell, 





Manchester 
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BANKRUPTCY 


London Gazette.—Faivay, Dec, 2 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
p, Gt a Nov st, Solicitor High 


, Burfoni, Oxford, Chemist 


WIN, Ww ckefield, Clerk 





ALverson, WILLIAM Brey 
Manchester, Shipping 
Merchant txEs,  Bouthbor Pet Nov 29 Yov 2 


, Fr ANK L AWREN( cf North Walsham, 


Bincuam, T Aveusrvs, 


Biackwoop, SAMUEL, Licensed Victualler Nor- 


, Wrexham, Confectione: 
Treforest, Glam, Grocer 


Ev ys, Jonaruan, Brynhyfryd, Swansea, Insurance Agent | 


GoLpuayx, Hyman, Leeds, Journeyman Tailor Leeds 
Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 
Gri GORY Citarut 8, 


» Ak rat Ry Holwell, Dorset, Cattle Dealer 
y 80 


, io Saddlers’ Ironmozgers 
ES, Swanage, Dorset, Builder 


Lincoln Pet Nov 29 


- @ BY ; 4 


Jouz 8, Gone Ky Southsea, Greengrocer Portsmouth 
Jones, Ri HARD, Clydac h Vale, Glam, Grocer 
Lever, Caries, Manchester, Law Stationer 

Oxford Pet Nov 28 
McFir, 4 ILLIAM, Waterloo, ar Live rpool, Cierk Liverpool 


gy A A Grocer Leeds 


maa Staffs, Joiner 
Park, Northampton, | 


Builder ‘Northampton 
— in Hill, Glow Cc 


Prerman, RJ, Cannon st, Solicitor 


a Blackpool, Lancs, Draper 


» Ne wport, Ree Ironmonger Newport, 
AYLES, Thwaites, Cumb rland, Farmer | 


ERT, Colehester, 1 avelling —_ r Colcheste: 


TANs LEY, GrorGE, Coventry, Cycle Manufacturer Coventry 


1AM “H ALL sheffield, Wait tex 

Wanis, p a Witwiam, , Kingsthorpe, Northampton, Builder | 
iN 

s CATELL, Wandsworth, Clerk Wandsworth 


a ON 1 CK KER, “Bwansea, Monumental Sculptor | | 


Amended notice aubstituted for that 
I ndon Gazette of Nov 35 : 
1AM, 1. Moss — nr M anche a 


Amended notice substi ituted for that os lis hed in the 
I London Gazette of Nov. 
, Gravesend, Clerk Roe Lister 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


“Merchant ‘Dee 9at3 Off on, Byrom st, Manchester 





Asprvatt, Jons Wii11aM, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Com- 
mission Agent Dec 9 at3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 


BArnwELt, WittrAm Browse, Garrick st, Charing Cross | 


Dec 9at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Brasui Siuver, Edith Weston, Rutlands, {al Dealer 
Dec 9 at3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st. Leicester 

Burnipar, Jous, Moorgate st, Advertising Agent Dec 9 at 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Carrer, Georce Epwaxp, Derby, Pianoforte Tuner Dec 


9 at1l Off Rec, 40, 8t Mary’s gate, Derby 

Cuok, Harry, I angcliffe, nr Settle, Yorks, Police Constable 
Dec 9at11 Off Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Darry, Grorce Fraycis, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat 
Blocker Dec Watit Off Rec, 1a, St Paul's 8q, Bed- 
ford 

Deiiev, Wittiam, Walthamstow, Grocer Dec 9 at 2 30 


Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Darist, Rhyl, Flint, Draper Dec 9 at 3 
‘ hmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
| Faruers, Grornce Epwarp, Bedford, Builder 

Swan Hotel, Bedford 

MAN, Hyman, Leeds Decl4atil Off Rec, 22, Park 
row, Leeds 
| Hanrieip, ALnert Eowarp ALExanpra, Bognor, Sussex, 


Evan Crypt 
Dec 9 at 12 


GOLD 


Builder Dec 9 at 3 Sen Off Rec, 24, Railway app, 

} London bridge 
T | Hawkstey, ‘THEW Davniet, Bulwell, Nottingham, 
Grocer Dec 9 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 


Nottingham 

Hervert, Frank, Anerley, Surrey, Artist 
| 24, Railway app, London bridge 
| Horsrieip, Tuomas, Nelson, Lancs, Cabinet Maker Dec 9 
at 3.30 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 


Hreurs, Wiritam, Festiniog, Merioneths, Quarry 
Rockman Dec 20 at 2 Market Hall, Blaenau 
Festiniog 
>! Humpenries, Geonce Harry, Cradlev Heath, Staffs, 
— Dec 12 at 11 Off Rec, W olverhampton st, | 
Dudley 
| Hustwa “4 Wittiam Parsons, Rushden, Tailor Dec 12 at 


3 «(Off 

ampton 
Inns, Cuaries Grirritrus, 

2, Offa st, Hereford 
JonEs, GronaR, Southsea, 


Rec, County Court bldgs, Sheep st, North- 


Heretord, Tailor Dec 12 at 10 


Goseeapeest Dec 9 at 3 Off 
Rec, Cambridge junction, High st, Portsmouth 

Joxes, Hersert Hven, Bradfon on Avon, Grocer Dec 
14at 12.15 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Lexe, Joun, Penzance, Cornwall. Builder Dec 12 at 12 
Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Miiis, Stpyey Josern, Wordsley, Stafford, Terra Cotta 
Maker Dec12at1.50 Skelding, Auctioneer, High st, 
Stourbridge 

Moat, Ricnarp, Penge, Surrey, Builder Dec 12 at 11.30 
24, Railway app, London bridge 

Nicnoits, Joux Sayer, Lilanbadarnfawr, Licensed 
Victualler Dec 9at12.15 Townhall. Aberystwith 


| Preece, Rezix, Drybook, Glos, Collier Dec 10 at 12 Off 


Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 


| Roprxsoy, Ricuarp, Leeds, Fruit Salesman Dec 14 at 12 


Off Rec, 22, Park row, 
| Sacit, ALFRED, 
| 12.30 Off Rec, 

Suarr, 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


1, Berridge st, Leicester 


Sue tvey, Epwarp Henry, Deal, Potato Merchant Dec 22 ' 


| at9 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

| Spencer, Wiciiam, Rushden, Plumber Dec 12 at 
Off Rec, County Court bldgs, Sheep st, North- 
ampton 

Srock, Emmetine, Swindon Dec 12 at 11 Off Ree, 46, 
Cricklade st, Swindon 


Tansiey, Gronce, Coventry, Cycle Manufacturer Dec 12 


at 12 
| Taynor 


Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
, JAMES, Northam, Southampton. Shipwright Dec 


a. at 3.30 Off Rec, 172, High st, Southampton 
r » Ropert, Shaw, nr Oldham, Coal Merchant Dec 
13 3 at 11.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbra, Queen st, Oldham 
Toyer, ALFRED, pig Drysalter Dec 15 at 11.3) Off 


Rec, 14, St Paul's sq, Bedford 
Wapprxcton, Harry Hersert, Blackpool 
Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 


Warox, Wittiam, Barnsley, Yorks, Tallor’s Cutter Dec 


10at 10.15 Off Rec, Regent st, Barnsley 
Wuearstone, ALbent, Hereford, Clothier Dec 

2, Offa st, Hereford 
Witiiams, Atrrep, Broadstairs, 

Dec 22 at 9.30 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 


Wosroy, Isumary, Wolverhampton, Horse Dealer ‘Dec 12 


od 2 5 Skelding, Auctioneer, High st, Stour- 
riage 

ADJUDICATIONS. 
| A AMSON, Witurim Stewart, Burford, Oxford, Chemist 


Oxford Pet Nov28 Ord Nov 28 
Axvpversoy, Wittiam Brewin, 
Pet Nov 80 Ord Nov 30 


Ord Nov 29 


AsrixaLL, Joux Wittiam, Moss Side, nr Manchester, 
Commission Agent Manchester Pet Nov 5 Ord 
Nov 29 

Ba.tarp, James, Southborough, Surveyor Tunbr:dge 


Wells Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 


Basvitte, Frank Lawrence, North Walsham, Norfolk, 
Bookseller Norwich Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 
EASLEY, Samvuet, Edithweston, Rutland, Coal dealer 
Leicester Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 | 
| Buackwoop, Samvuet, Norwich, Licensed Victualler 
seen Pet Nov 29 Ord Noy 29! 
Cor mp, Reorxarp James, Abercarn, Mon, Draper 
New port, Mon Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 | 
| | Dar BY, Grorce Francis, Luton, p= Straw Hat | 
Biccker Luton Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 2 
D'Este, Huserr Mivpierox, St Helen’s- a High 
| Court Pet Jane16 Ord Nov 29 
Deviev, Witviam, Walthamstow, Grocer High Court | 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 29 
Epwarps, Mary. Treforest, Glam, Grocer, Pesigyelas | 


Pet Nov 30 Ord Noy 30 


Evans, 


Fiextur, Vicron, Gravesend, Clerk Rochester 


| Frower, Frevertce Witiam, 
Garru, James Anrurr, Leeds, 


Go.ipmax, Hyman, Leeds, Journeyman Tailor 


JONES, GrorGE. 


Dec 9 at 11.30 | ; 
; Joxes, Ricnarp, Clydach a Glam, Grocer 


| Kenpnrick, Frank ancan Birmingham, Carver 


Shepshed, Leicesters, Builder Dec 9 at 


Epwankp, Salford, Furniture Dealer Dec 9 at 2.30 


2 30 


Dec 9 at 3.30 | 


12 at 2.30 
Waterworks Inspector 


Wakefield, Clerk Wakefield | 
| Ansan, Joun Ossoo, Brixton High Court Pet Aug 27 | 


Euxrnsox, J L, Aldershot Guildford Pet Jan 8 Om 
Nov 26 
JonaTuaN, Swansea, Insurance Agent Swanseg 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 
Pet Nov3 


West Stockwith, N 
Ord Nov 30 = 

Provision Dealer Leeds 

Leeds Pet 


Ord Nov 28 

Joiner Lincoln Pet Nov 30 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 
Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 


| Grecony, Cuanrces, Rochester Rochester Tet Nov @ 
Ord Nov 29 

Hames, Arruver, Holwell, Dorset, Cattle Dealer Yeoyi 
Pet Nov 30 Ora Noy 30 

Hanrrierp, Avperr Epwanp ALEXANDRA, Bognor, Builde 
Brighton Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 28 

Hawkeswortn, Warrer Epwix, and A.rrev Pictog 
Hawxeswortn, Leeds, Saddlers’ Ironmongers Leedg 


Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 


} Hennert, Frank, Anerley, Surrey, Artist Croydon Pe 
Nov 22 Ord Nov 26 : 
Horsrietp, Tuomas, Nelson, Lancs, Cabinet Maker 
Burnley Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov 29 
Humvrunits, Georcek Harry, Cradley Heath, Staffs, 
Plumber Dudley Let Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 
Hunt, James Nicnovas, Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet Noy 


380 Ord Nov 30 
Southsea, Greengrocer Portsmouth Pet 


Ord Nov 29 
Pontypridd 
Bir. 
mingham Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 30 


Lippe i, ELLex Mary, Oxford, Fancy Goods Dealer Oxford 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 


Nov 29 


Pet Nov 3) Ord Nov 3 


McFir, Wit1am, Waterloo, nr Liverpool, Clerk Liverpool 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 29 
MacLaren, Mixyiz Anvit, Hadley, Barnet, Court Dress 


maker Barnet Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 25 


Marks, Exias, Otley, York,;Grocer Leeds Pet Nov® 
Ord Nov 29 

Mvux iow, Hvuau, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet Nov? 
Ord Nov 30 

Nevettr, Taomas James, eg le Builder North 
ampton Pet Nov 26 Ord Noy 2 

Pickup, Grorce, Blackpool, Draper "Preston Pet Nov B 
Ord Nov 28 

Preece, Rezix, Ruardean Hill, Glos, Collier Gloucester 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 23 

Puan, Cuar.es > teva nick, Cheltenham, Accountant 
Cheltenham Tet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Sryvmour, Artuvr, Newport, ‘Mon, Ironmonger Newport, 


Mon Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

Suernenp, James Way ces, Thwaites, Cumberland, Farmar, 
Whitehaven Pet Nov 29 Ord Noy 29 

Sugaton, Rosert, Colchester, Travelling Draper Colchester 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 


Tayor, GeorGr, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 2) 
| Tipretts, ALbion, Handsworth, rovision Dealer 
Birmingham Pet Nov28 Ord Noy 28 __ : 

Trarrorp, Wi.tiam Hav, Sheffield, Waiter Lincoln 


Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 
Wapovixcros, Harry Hervert, 
Nov 26 Ord Nov 29 
Watuis, Joseru, Chesham, 

Pet Oct 31. Ord Nov 28 
Waris, Jous Wittiam, Kingsthorpe, Northampton, Builder 
Northampton Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov fg 
Werark, CHARLES, an FREDERICK ARLES WEARE, 
Chichester, Sussex, Watchmakers Brighton Pet Nov8 
Ord Noy 28 


Blackpool Preston Pet 


Bucks, Builder Aylesbury 


| Wes, Cuantes Carrert, Wandsworth, Clerk Wands 
worth Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 
Wi kiyson, Joun, Hi —_ wood, De rbyshire, Farmer Derby 


Ord Nov 30) Pet Noy 30 
Wituiams, Euiry Lovisa, Lianelly, 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
Witiiams, Joux Tucker, Swansea, Sculptor Swansea Fe 
Noy 28 Ord Noy 28 


Draper Carmarthen 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Dec. 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Banister. Any, Lincoln, Silk Mercer Lincoln Pet Decd 


Ord Dec 2 
Barxes, AtrrEp Tomas, Canterbury Pet 


Dec1 Ord Dec 1 


B:oadstairs 


Barnspatt, Naruayier, Bexhill, Boarding house Keep 


Hastings Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 
Biakr, ArTuuR JAmes, Lowestoft, Saddler 
Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 2 


Gt Yarmouth 


Browy, Cuances, Catford, Butcher’s Salesman Greenwich 
Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 : ‘ ’ 
Browy, James, Heighington Fen, Lincs, Farmer Lincola 


Pet Decl Ord Decl 
agcas, Puuir Cuaries, Stoke Newington, B yotmaket 


Edmonton Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 30 J 

Covey, Erxest George Wysrants, Cneiaie, Wilts 
Farmer Swindon Pet Dec1 Ord De« 

Epses, Faepericx, Holloway, Builder's 1 High 
Court Pet Dec1 Ord Decl : 

Forv, Joux, 8t John’s Wood, Kennelman High Coutt 

Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 2 
Gartox, Tuomas Daxiet, Leicester, Provision Dealé 


Leicester Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 


| Harpy, Groncr, Clay Cross, Colliery Underviewer Chet 


tertield Pet Dec3 Ord Dec3 
Basinghall st, Company Promote 
High Court Pet Dec 4, 1896 Ord Nov 25 
Jacksus, Tuxovore Beyxsamn, Arundel st, Strand, Com 
mission Agent High Court Pet June 20 Ord Nov % 


Haywoop, A.rrep, 


| iK wight, BENJAMIN, Wrin; gton, Somerset, Labourer 


Pet Dec 1 Ord Dec 1 
| Leepuam, Ropert, Bilton, nr Harrogate, Road Contract 
York Pet Dec3 Ord Dec % 


Lowe, Tuomas Epwanp, Handsworth, Licensed Victuallé 
B 


irmingham Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 
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Pet Nov3 
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Moroan, Tuomas Rees, Swansea, Slaughterman Swansea 
Pet t Dec 1 Dec 1 

Paveett, Marcaret, Idle, Yorks, Plumber Bradford 
Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 


Pexsivctox, Sarvt Oswatp, Wolverhampton, Architect 
Wolverhampton Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 

Puitiies. Anruur, the Reverend, Bacup, Lancs Rochdale 
Pet Nov12 Ord Dec 2 

Reep, Francis yo ort Paumer, Plymouth Plymouth Pet 
Nov 3 Ord Nov 29 

Rory. Eow <' Wolverhampton, Painter Wolverhampton 
Pet Decl Ord Dec 1 

ScHILLER, a es CuristiAn, St Leonards on Sea, Tailor 
Hastings Pet Dec3 Ord Dec3 

Suaw, Rosert, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 2 

Siow, Heyry Tuomas, and Harry Huuerr, Kettering, 
Boot Manufacturers Northampton Pet Dec 3 Ord 
Dee 3 

Taytor, Wittiam, Buckhurst Hill, Essex, Wheelwright 
Chelmsford Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 30 

Turrrr, THomas Wit.1am, Wandsworth, Cycle Tyre Manu- 
facturer Wandsworth Pet June 28 Ord Decl 

Wa ker, Grorce, Wolverhampton, Baker Wolverhampton 
Pet Dec 1 Ord Dec 1 

Wersster, Grorce, Glinton, + foie Peter- 
borough Pet Dec3 Ord T 

West, Cuartes Tappy, Deal, 
Pet Dec 1 Dec 1 

Wuerron, Rozert, Sutton in Ashfield, Notts, Framework 
Knitter Nottingham Pet Dec3 Ord Dec3 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
Rourkr, Francis, Leeds, Innkeeper Leeds Ord Sept 27 


Rese Nov 12 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apranams, Beryarp, Great Marlborough st, 
Dec 15 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Apamsox, Wituiam Srewart, Burford Oxford, Chemist 
Dec 13 at3 1, St Aldate’s, Oxtord 

Bincuam, T Aveuvstus, Bayswater, Teacher of Music 
Eec 15 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Burr. Artuvr, Walbrook, Land Agent Dec 13 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldga, Carey st 

Ciark, Margo, New Board st, Ré ~y Contractor Doc 13 
at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

CoxoLLy, James Gurney, Lowestoft, Grocer Dec 17 at 1 
Off Rec, 8. King st, Norwich 

Evser, Frepericx, Holloway, Builder’s Foreman Dec 15 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ernerinetox, Tuomas Epwarp, North Ormesby, York, 
Grocer Dec 21 at 3 Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 
borough 

Pasunzz, ! Frayk, Birmingham Dec 16 at11 174, Corpora- 
tion st, Birmingham 

FLoweEr, Freperick W111 am, Notts, Joiner Dec 13 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Gorpon, GrorcE Conway, Carlisle, Hotel Keeper Dec 18 
at 3.30 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st. Carlisle 

Granam, James, Shieldfield, Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer 
Dec 14 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle 


Kent, Butcher Canterbury 


Solicitor 


on e 

Grrcory, CHARLES, Rochester Dec 19 at 12.80 115, High 

Rochester 

Grirritn, Owen, Llanengan, Farmer Dec 19 at 12 Sports- 
man Hotel, Portmadoc 

Hacve, Witiiam, Rotherham, York, Cycle Manufacturer 
Dec 13 at 230 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Hese. woop, Joun, Middlesborough, Provision Dealer Dec 
Qlat3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbo: ough 

Howson, Eviezer, Lincoln, Builder Dec 13 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Hut, James Nicuowas, Bristol, Builder Dee 14 at 12.45 
Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Joux, Witt1amM, Lilanbradach, Glam, Boot Dealer Dec 13 
at12 185, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Joxes, Evan, Lianengan, Farmer Dec 19 at 11.30 Sports- 
man Hotel, Portmadoc 

Jones, Grirrira, Llanengan, Labourer Dec 19 at 11.45 
Sportsman Hotel, Portmadoc 

Sema Joun, Llanengan, Farmer Dec19at11.15 Sportsman 
Hotel, Portmadoc 

Jones, WiLtiAM WiL.1AM, Bethesda, Grocer Dec 16 at 1,30 
Ship Hotel, Bangor 

Kxicur, Bens Amin, Wrington, Somerset, Labourer Dec1l4 
at 1) Off Rec, Batdwin st, Bristol 

Lever, Cuarces, Manchester, LawStationer Dec 14at2.30 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Lewis Samvev. Leicester, Wagonette Driver Dec 13 at 
1230 Off Rec, 1, Berridge rt, Leicester 

MacLarey, Minne Anyiz, Hi dle y, Barnet, Court Dress- 


maker Dec 13 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 
‘temple avenue 
O’DorneLt, Jouy, Blackburn, Lancs, Outdoor Labourer 


Dec 14 at 1.30 County Court house, Blackburn 
Parrrivgr, Joun Croker, Kensington, Wine Merchant 
Dec 15at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Perman, Ricnarp Joux, Cannon st, Solicitor Dee 14 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Puen, Cuaxtes Freverick, Cheltenham, Accountant 
Dec 13 at 4.15 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 
Beep, Francis James Parmer, Plymouth Dec 16 at 11 
6, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 
Ruwgitavon, Joux Witiiam, Waterfoot, nr Manchester, 
2 i .- = ge 15 Townhall, Rochdale 
OBERTS, JoHN, Bethes man 
Hotel, ak, Quarry Dec 16at1 Ship 
Baxs, Harris, Liverpool, Draper Dec 14 at 12 Off Ree, 35, 
Victoria st. Liverpool 
Savace, J H, Enfield, Builder Dec 14 at 3 Off Ree, 95, 
Temple chmbrs, Temple ay 
Bias, Av ~~ B, » Wandsworth Dec 15 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
. Carey 
Srupre., Lewis, Featpeymmner, Glam, House Furnisher 
Dec 13 at 9.30 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Trarvorp, Wittiam HA L, Sheffield, Waiter Dec 13 at 
Boonen Woe, a %, no * Lincoln 
ILLIAM GeorGE, Fulham Dec 16 at - 
ruptcy bldgs, Care ta. 





hee Cuartes Carrett, Wandsworth, Clerk Dec 13 at 
1.30 24, Railway app, 

ae ~ sz, Harry Pueoy, Euston aq, — Hall Artist 
Dee 14at11 Bankruptcy 

Winaery, Frank Avrrep, Bris Confectioner Dec 14 at 
12 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Wiceett, Wii1iam, Cheltenham, Agent Dec 13 at 3 

County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Wit ye Emuity Lov ISA, Lianelly, Draper Dec 14 at 3 
Off Rec, 4, Queen st. Carma’ Se me 

Witsox, Corvetius, Chedworth Lanes, nr Northleach, 
on Dec 13 at 3.45 County Court bldgs, Chelten- 

Witsox, Witt1Am Josern, Birmingham, Chemist’s Manager 
Dee 14 at 11 174, ration st, Birmingham 

Wray. Ricuarp, Nun Monkton, Yorks Dec 16 at 12.15 
Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

ADJUDICATIONS. 


Acrorp, Lovisa Jans, Cadoxton juxta Barry, Butcher 
Cardiff Pet Nov10 Ord Dec 1 
Baxer, Wit11aM, Leicester, Joiner Leicester Pet Nov 14 


Ord Dee 3 

Banister, Any, Lincoln, Silk Mercer Lincoln Pet Dec 2 
Ord Dec 2 

Baryes, Atrrep Txomas, Broadstairs Canterbury Pet 
Dec1 Ord Decl 

Brake, Artuur James, Lowestoft, Saddler Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 2 


Boorusy, Evwix, St Anne’s on the Sea, Oil Dealer 
Preston Pet Nov5 Ord Dec 2 

Brown, Cuarues, Catford Butcher's Salesman Green- 

Snowe, Rouen tediieaten ten, than; 2 Lincoln 

ROWN, James, Heig' en, Lincs, Farmer Lin 
Pet Dec1 Ord Dec 1 

Cuvup.eien, Caro.ine, and Jessizx Many Cavp.eicn, Cam- 
den Town, Pianoforte Manufacturers High Court 
Pet Oct 13 Ord Nov 29 


Covey, Esnest Grorck WybRanTs, ye Wilts, 
Farmer Swindon Pet Decl Ord Dec 1 
Davies, MarcaRer, \ = cam Confectioner Wrexham 


Pet Nov17 Ord Dec 

Forp, Jouyx, St John’s Wood, Kennelman High Court 
Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 2 

Foreman, ALFRED, Halesworth, gua, Grocer Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet Oct 28 Ord Dec 

Garton, Tuomas Danie., Teioester, Provision Dealer 
Leicester Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 

Harpy, Groror, Clay Cross, Je M4 Griiny Underviewer 

Chesterfield’ Pet Dec 3 Ord Dee 8 

Hewscue., Leo, Elgin avenue, Maida Vale, Dealer in Fine 
Arts High Court Pet Oct 25 Ord Dec 2 

a Lincoln, Builder Baum Pet Nov 29 


Kwyiaut, Bensamiy, iy pen Somerset, Labourer Bristol 
Pet Dec1 Ord Dec 

LerpuaM, Rosert, Bilton, a Harrogate, Road Contractor 
York Pet Dee 3 Ord Dec 3 

Lewroy, Cuartes Orn_anpo, Cardiff, Baker Cardiff Pet 
Nov 21 Ord Nov 29 

Morcan, Tuomas Rees, Swansea, Slaughterman Swansea 
Pet Decl Ord Dec 1 

Mynrine, CHaRies apart, Hanley, Staffs, Joiner Hanley 
Pet Nov 1i Ord Dec 

PapGett, ManrGanet, “ale Yorks, Plumber Bradford 
Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 


et 

Penninetox, Saint OswaLp, Wolverhampton, Architect 
Wolverhampton Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 

Perman, Ricnarp Jonx, Cannon st, Solicitor High Court 
Pet July 26 Ord Nov 30 

Rorr. Epwarp, Wolverhampton, Painter Wolverhampton 
Pet Dec 1 ‘Ord Dec 1 

Suaw, Some, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 2 


Siow, Henry Tuomas, and Harry Hucverr, Kettering, 
Boot Manufacturers Northampton Pet Dec 3 Ord 


Dec 3 

Tuomas, Hua my Beaumaris, Anglesey, Boot Maker Bangor 
Pet Nov 4 Ord Dec 1 

WA ker, aise, eo oe Baker 

pton Pet Decl 

Wesster, Grorae, Glinton, North®™p ton Peterb orough 
Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 

West, Cuartes Tappy, Deal, Butcher Canterbury Pet 
Dec1 Ord Dec1 

Wuerron, Rosert, Sutton in Ashfield, Notts, Framework 
Knitter Nottingham ae os Des 

Witsox, Wituiam Josern, Chemist's 


Bonsansak ene et Hone 7 ‘Ord Dec 3 


Ali letters intended for publication in t e 
“‘ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
hy the name of the writer. 


Wolver- 





Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxrorrors’ JouRNAL, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Volumes bownd at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 5e. 6d. 


Vhere difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regulavity, it is requested that 
yppliwatwn be made direct to the Publisher. 





PEOPLE YOU KNOW. 


No. IV.—THE NURSE. , ‘ 

Nurse Roberts, , Bedf 

pham, B.W.: "1 cannot speak too, highly 4 
Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa. youngest son, who has 
very badly, assures me that he feels much “ 
stronger since he has taken Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa, we 
shall continue to use it. I find it has a pleasant . 
and it is also the most sustaini and. in 
beverage I have ever met with. T shall have much pleasure 
a this teetinnony if yee like.” mt — 
you may use you 

Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa has become a household word, and 
this wonderful has come to take an 
megan the of the best-regulated 

ies. ‘5 


e Hiut the 

You can try it free of ex Merit alone is what is 
claimed for Dr Tibbles’ Vi. and the ‘tors are 
eon to send to any reader who names LicrTons’ 
‘OURNAL @ dainty sample tin of Dr. Tibbles’ V' free 
and » magic 


extracts ; e@ con 
flavour ail it its own, and wi 
ref: pro; es opt wel, tea, but witha 
hundred ti its =. b.-4 
m5... Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa can be obtained from_all ; 
and Stores, or from 60, 61, and 63, ° 
fn oiee. eC. 





FOR SALE.—The Complete 


BNCYCLOPAEDIA of the LAWS of ENG- 

LAND, complete in 12 vols., £10 net. A Subscriber's 
copy in absolutely new condition. Contains Articles by 
Eminent Authorities on Every Branch of the Law. 


THE KELLY LAW-BOOK COMPANY, LIMITED, 
Dealers in Law Books and Legal Portraits, 
LINCOLN’S-INN-GATE, CAREY-ST., LONDON, W.C. 


R. CUTHBERT SPURLING, M.A. 





B.C.L. (Oxford), First Class Honours, late Scholar 
of Christ oun tor of “Smith’s Common Law,” 
continues to personally or in vont oluaaea, 


for the Sm, a for Oxford, eee 


- C. Spanins it up 44 pupils for Bar Examina- 
tions of ¢ whens Some 2 Lat B.C.L. (Ox- 
ty =| a 
’ Address, 11, 11 New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, W.0. 


R. UTTLEY, Solicitor, continues to 
ney and successfully PREPARE CANDIDATES, 


orall for the SOLICITORS’ and B.A. 

PRELIMINAR ARY. INTERMED ERMEDIATE, and FINAL, and 

LL.B. Examinations. Terms from £1 Is. month. 

Many Pupits wave TAKEN Howovuns.—For —— 7 

and copies of “ Hints on ’s Comment’ ad 

and “Hints on Criminal Law,” 17, Brasenose- 
street, Albest-cquare, Manchester. 

AW.—Wanted, ine a Solicitor’s office at the 

tleman thoroughly qualified to take 

charge of Parliamen’ general 


tary common law, and 
business.—Write to A. B., care of Messrs. Hunnard, 2, 
Tanfield-court, Temple, ang salary aod quienes 
erences. 


and giving ref: 








LAY.— — Wanted, early in January, in a 
country office, = admitted pm ht for 

; highest refe: 
eee to Mh, a ‘Solicitor’s Journal’”’ Office, 


Writing 2 Clerkship in London ome 
doing Admiralty business, b yee 


ling a Garena — ryt Avnioa, Solicitors” buy fe, 


Ts COUNTRY SOLICITORS. — Solicitor 
in formation one pt 


is bags ed g London tS. for the 
tracts for “nodeata false fo ive fan Lorouc, 

Memes. %e ts 
cery-lane, ows . 


SOLICITORS and TR Us CEES. iste 

hold Ground-Rent for Sale, Lg annum (one c)l- 

rs £1,000. ‘price 39 epmudtimeiahtabiit 
a7, Strand, W.C. 7” S 


HANCERY- LANE. —BSuite of Pas @X+ 
eaient, Often bo be Lat on Gee Sort Goer 06 eo stows 


Apply to Meme. ous, Line, Go, Chonan 














az 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Dec. 10, 1898, 
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Now Ready. 


LEGAL DIARY 
ALMANAC 


E"or 1899. 


CONTAINING 


COMPLETE LEGAL DIRECTORY FOR 
ENGLAND AND WALES. 


List of Counsel, Solicitors, Commissioners for 
Oaths, and Law Agents acting for 
Foreign Parts. 


DIGEST of the ACTS of LAST SESSION. 


BANKING, INSURANCE & PARLIAMEN- 
TARY DIRECTORIES, &c. 
WITH PAGED DIARY AND INDEX 


REGISTER of FIRE INSURANCE PREMIUMS, show- 
ing Name of Office, Dates when Due, &c. 

REGISTERS of RENT, showing when Due and Date of 
Payment. 

REGISTER of MORTGAGES, 

And useful Papers on Bills of Sale, Legacy and “amen 
Duties, Articled Clerks, Registry of Deeds, 





6d., 58., 68., and 8s. 6d., according 
to Diary Space, 


Prices: 3s. 


WATERLOW BROS. & LAYTON, LIM., 
24 & 25, BIRCHIN LANE, E.C. 


PLEASURE 





COMPANY’S 
CRUISE by their 
Steamship “‘LUSITANIA,” 3,912 tons register, 
To the WEST INDIES and BERMUDA, 


teed é 


Embarking passengers at London (Tilbury) 11th January, 
And arriving back in London 13th March, 1899. 


The following places will be visited :—TENERIFFE, 
BARBADOs, TRINIDAD, GRENADA, ST. LUCIA, 
MARTINIQUE, SANTA CRUZ, JAMAICA, ( TUBA 
(Santiago), BERMCUDA, and MADE IRA. «Winter 
afloat in the West Indies is most like a glorious summer, 
and at such a time—when yachts and steam launches 
are laid up at home—the trip should be taken.” 


Fares from 75 Guineas. 


Managers: F. Green & Co. ; Anderson, Anderson, & Co. 
Head Offices: Fenchurch-avenue, 


For passage apply to the latter firm at 5, Fenchurch- 
avenue, London, E.C.; or to the West-End Branch Office 


36, Cockapus Cockspur-street, 5.W. 
1)REEHOLD Ground - Rents in various 


amounts, well secured upon City and suburban pro- 
les; price 26 to 30 years’ purchase.—Apply to Davip 
jwRNETT & Co., 15,  Nicholas-lane, E.C. 


PREEHOLD GROUND-RENT.—A_ very 
choice parcel of £60, amply secured on a block of 
modern villas, chiefly owne1s occupying; price 30 years’ 
(lowest), —Address, A. B. C., at Horncastle’s, 61, 


eapside, E.C. 


O TRUSTEES and INSURANCE COM- 
PANIES.--Very valuable Freehold Ground-Rent of 
prey hap annam (in one collection), secured upon exten- 


of artizans’ dwellings in a main road one mile 
= of Charing-cross ; rack-rental value over £3,500 per 
annum ; 4% freehold, £15,000; agents utterly ignored. 
—Address, 9, ‘Solicitors’ Journal” Offie, 27, ( ‘hancery- 
lane, 





CONVENIENTLY - SITUA TED Type 

So eo es 
’ 0. ; 
i ee 


speciality, tion ; circu- 
lar letters, 4s. 6d. per 100. 








TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
R. WELSH BRANTHWAIT 
Medical Superintendent. 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS. 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 
ST, MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 


For Gentlemen under the Acts - privately. 
23 to 4 Guineas 
Apply to Medical Superintendent, 


P. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb. ), M.B.C.8. (Eng.) 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


Rory Attendant: CHAS. J. BOND, F.R.C.8. Eng. 
R.C.P. Lond. Principal: H. M. RILEY, Assoc. Soc. 
oer of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience. Excellent 
Legal and Medical References. For terms and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 


Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL surance company 
turTep, FIRE. 
Established 1803. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., 22, Pall Mail, 8.W., and 47, 
Chancery-lane, W.C 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Funds over £1,500,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, General Manager. 


JHCENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, LomBarp- 
STREET, and 57, Coanine-oross, Loxpon. 
Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. be 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. | 
W. C. Macpona.p, Joint 
F. B. Macponatp, Secretaries. 


~ ESTABLISHED 1861. 


BIRKBECK BANK, 


Southampton-buildings, Obancery-lane, London, W.C. 


Terms, 











INVESTED FUNDS - «= «= £10,009,000. 
Number of Accounts, 85,094. 
TWO-AND-A-HALF per CENT. INTEREST allowed | 
on DEPOSITS, repayable on demand. 


TWO per CENT. on CURRENT ACCOUNTS, on the 
minimum monthly balances, when not drawn below £100. 


STOCKS, SHARES, and ANNUITIES purchased and | 
sold for customers. 


SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 


Small Deposits received, andInterest allowed monthly on 


each ona £1. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACEK, with particulars, post 


FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 


Telephone No. 5, Houpory. 
Telegraphic Address: “ Braxpeck, Lonvon.’ 


\ JANTED, No. 3 of Vol. XLI. of the 

/ Solicitors’ Journal,’’ dated November 14th, 1996, 
6d. per copy will be paid for same at the Office, 27, Chan- 
cery-lane, W.C. 


THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. | 


“EPP S'S 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


BREAKFAST- “SUPPER. 


free. 





ahi 


YOON 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1898 
AUTEORTE 


8Y 


uisite under the above Acts 
——— shortest notices. ours 





The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 


use. 
Sonne “—~ ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATIC 
speedily printed in the registration 
distribution. SHARE obisFiricarss, DEBENTUR 
CHEQUES, &c., engraved rinted. OFFIC) 
SEALS 4 designed and executed. “Wo ted.” No Charge for Sketche 


Solicitors’ ” Account Books, 


RICHARD FLINT & CO,, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, — 
49, FLEET-STREET, LON DON, E.O. (co: 
of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ASA MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of ¢ 
Judicial Bench, Cupestien of London, &e. 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, | 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Tow 
Olerks, and Clerke of the Peace, 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gow 


ESTABLISHED 1699. 4d 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORK 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE, | 


| ALEXANDER & - SHEPHEAR iJ) 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY PRINTERS. 


| PARLIAMENTARY Bits, MixuTEs oF Evipence, Booxs @ 
REFERENCE, STATEMENTS OF CLaim, ANSWERS, &c., &6. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINE 
NEWSPAPERS. 
And all General and Commercial W 
Every description of Printing—large or small, 
Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTS 
2, CHANCERY | LANE, W. 0. 


BRAND & COS 
SPECIALTIES | 
For INVALIDS§ 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &@ 


Prepared from tinest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of all Chemists and Grocers. 


BRAND & CO., LTD., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYF. 
Wonms, VAUXHALL, LONDON, 5.W. 


CMONDS; PEARLS Valuatie 


COLD JEWELLERY,” : 
PLATE MEDALS + LEGAL 
PROF ESSIOS 


oH PROBATE, 


PROMPTITU 
LOW CHAR 


VALUED 
? EXCHANGED 


$10,000 


PURCHASED 


a5 





